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rust, and fought forest fires. As camp
educational adviser it was my task to
provide educational opportunities in ad-
dition to the relief and work programs
for which the CCC is more widely
known. We worked in warm weather
and in cold. There was plenty to do,
but we were young., We liked the work;
we liked the life; and especially, we
liked the opportunity to be a recog-
nized part of American life.
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I believe I am the only Member of
this Congress who was in the CCC.
From this vantage point, I see it as a
great movement to renew a spirit of ad-
venture in youth, and to dramatize the
protection and restoration of our natu-
ral resources. Our efforts up there on
the shores of Lake Superior stand out
as part of a job being done by thousands
of young men in hundreds of CCC camps
across the country.
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Because of our work, millions of acres
of forest land now yield crops of pulp-
wood and sawlogs, on millions more, fat
livestock feed on good grass that we
made possible, everywhere sportsmen
find better places in which to fish and
hunt, and families have places where
they may picnic. Now, as never before,
Isee in the CCC, an evidence of what can
be done when direction is given to the
energies of youth.

SENATE

Monpay, ApriL 18, 1955

Rabbi Norman Gerstenfeld, minister of
the Washington Hebrew Congregation,
offered the following prayer:

O Thou who hast led us across the
Red Seas and the wilderness of the yes-
teryears in a vision of a divine covenant,
quicken that vision in our minds so that
with renewed faith we shall be its living
witness and inspire freemen toward a
rebirth of freedom to face the promise
and dangers of a new age.

O Thou who hast led us out of bondage
with a vision of man's righteousness,
Thou who hast taught us that we are
faithful to Thee only when we labor for
Thy children, guide us in our delibera-
tions so that we shall find the path that
leads upward, the way that builds new
strength and new hope for the children
of men.

Bless Thou the men who raise Thy
standards in our time, the men who
guard the rights of their fellow men, the
men who are not neutral in time of evil,
the men who do not turn away their face
when the wicked would barter the birth-
right of freedom for the mess of pottage
of petty gain, the men who have the self-
discipline of the disciples of Thy sacred
law as children of a just God.

Guide us and guard us and lead us
forward so that through our labors in
this great moment of history we shall
in truth be the living witness of Thy
covenant, and the time will soon come
when the world shall be filled with the
knowledge of a righteous God even as
the waters cover the seas. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the follow-

ing letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C., April 18, 1955.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate, I appoint Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, &
Senator from the State of Louisiana, to per-
form the duties of the Chair during my
absence.

‘WALTER F. GEORGE,
President pro tempore.

Mr. ELLENDER thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.
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On request of Mr. Dovucras, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
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Journal of Thursday, April 14, 1955, was
dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed a bill (H. R. 5502) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State
and Justice, the judiciary, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1956, and for other purposes, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

HOUSE EILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 5502) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State
and Justice, the judiciary, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1956, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On his own request, and by unani-
mous consent, Mr. THYE was excused
from attendance on the sessions of the
Senate commencing at 4:30 p. m. today,
and for the remainder of the week,

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SESSIONS OF THE SENATE

On request of Mr. DoucLas, and by
unanimous consent, the Internal Secu-
rity Subcommittee of the Committee on
the Judiciary was authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today.

On request of Mr. Langer, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Refugees and Escapees of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary was authorized
to meet on Wednseday, Thursday, and
Friday of this week, during the sessions
of the Senate.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements
made during the morning hour be lim-
ited to 2 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:

LisT OF PRINCIPAL AND ALTERNATE CANDIDATES
SELECTED FOR 1955 REGULAR NAVAL RESERVE
OFFICERS TRAINING CORPS PROGRAM

A letter from the Chief of Naval Personnel,
Department of the Navy, transmitting, for
the information of the Senate, a list of princi-
pal and alternate candidates selected for the
1955 Regular Naval Reserve Officer Training
Corps program (with an accompanying list);
to the Committee on Armed Services.
EXEMPTION FOR DIPLOMATIC OFFICERS AND EM-

PLOYEES FROM PAYMENT OF CERTAIN TAXES

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend section 7511 of the Internal Revenue
Code to provide exemption for diplomatic
officers and employees from payment of in-
ternal revenue taxes on imported articles
(with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Finance.

REPORT ENTITLED “USE AND DISPOSAL OF SUR-
PLUS PROPERTY" BY COMMISSION ON ORGAN-
IZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

A letter from the chairman, Commission
on Organization of the Executive Branch of
the Government, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report of that Commission entitled
"Use and Disposal of Surplus Property" (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Government Operations,

PROPOSED CONCESSION CONTRACT, ACADIA
NATIONAL PARK, MAINE

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a proposed concession contract within Acadia
National Park, Maine (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

ProPOSED CONCEsSsION PERMIT, GREAT SMOKY
MOUNTAINS NATIONAL PARK, TENNESSEE

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a proposed concession permit, in Great
Smoky Mountains National Park, Tennessee
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

REPORT OF DIvisioN OF CoAL MINE INSPECTION,
BUREAU OF MINES

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the Annual Report of the Division of Coal
Mine Inspection, Bureau of Mines, Depart-
ment of the Interior, for the calendar year
1954 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

REPORT ON SYNTHETIC Liquip FueLs

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report on synthetic liquid fuels, for the
year 1954 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

REPORT ON PAYMENT OF CLATMS ARISING FrOM
CORRECTION OF MILITARY OR NavAL RECORDS

A letter from the Secretary of Defense,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
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the payment of claims from the correction
of military or naval records, for the period
July 1, 1954, through December 31, 1854
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
INCREASED MINIMUM POSTAL SAvINGS DEPOSIT
A letter from the Postmaster General,
transmitting a draft of proposed legisla-
tion to increase the minimum postal savings
deposit, and for other purposes (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.
LEAVE OF ABSENCE FOR CERTAIN OFFICERS AND
EMPLOYEES

A letter from the Chairman, United States
Civil Service Commission, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to provide leave
of absence for officers and employees sta-
tioned outside the United States for use in
the United States, its Territories or posses-
sions, and for other purposes (with ac-
companying papers); to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service.

D1sPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Archivist of the United
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list
of papers and documents on the files of sev-
eral departments and agencies of the Gov-
ernment which are not needed in the con-
duct of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with
accompanying papers); to a Joint Select
Committee on the Disposition of Papers in
the Executive Departments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore appointed Mr. Jounston of South
Carolina and Mr. CarLsoN members of
the committee on the part of the Senate.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro
tempore:

A law enacted by the Legislature of the
State of Nevada; to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

8. 230

“An act creating the Senator McCarran
memorial statue committee; stating the
membership and powers and duties of the
committee; providing for public meetings,
the election of officers and duration of the
committee; allowing the acceptance of
contributions and creating a special fund;
making an appropriation; and other mat-
ters properly relating thereto

*“Whereas the late United States Senator
Patrick A. McCarran, during his service in
the United States Senate, was associated
with the enactment of legislation having for
its purpose the arresting at its source of the
poisonous pollution of the Godless ideology
of communism which was permeating the
lifestream of this Nation; and

“Whereas in furtherance of the fight
against the enemies of the Republic, both
within and without, he authored and caused
to be enacted the Internal Security Act of
1950, known as the McCarran Act, and co-
authored and guided the enactment of the
Immigration Code of 1952, known as the
McCarran-Walter Act, these acts being the
two principal security laws of the United
States; and

“Whereas this most distinguished states-
man and courageous patriot, during his 22
years of service in the United States Senate,
brought great distinction and credit to his
native State of Nevada and to the Nation at
large and prior to such senatorial service he
was instrumental in shaping the laws of this
State as a member of the legislature, district
attorney and supreme court justice; and
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“Whereas Statuary Hall in the Capitol of
the United States at Washington, D. C., was
designated by the 38th session of Congress
as a place for the States to honor their
statesmen and leaders by the donations of
statues, not to exceed two from each State;
and

“Whereas the rules for admission of
statues to Statuary Hall provide that the
statues are to be a gift from the State, not
from individuals or groups of citizens, that
the statues must be in marble or broneze,
and that the person commemorated must be
illustrious for his historic renown or for
distinguished civic or military service so
that the State deems him worthy of national
commemoration; and

“Whereas Nevada is 1 of the 8 States that
have not as yet honored any of their re-
spected sons by contributing such a statue;
now, therefore, the people of the State of
Nevada represented in senate and assembly
do enact as follows:

“SectioN 1. There is hereby created the
Senator McCarran Memorial Statue Commit-
tee, which shall consist of the governor of
this State, the president of the senate and
the speaker of the assembly of the 47th ses-
sion of the legislature, and four other eciti-
zens of the State of Nevada to be named by
the three officials specified.

“SEc. 2, The members of the committee
shall serve until their successors are ap-
pointed or the purposes of this act are ful-
filled. A vacancy in the regular membership
created by death, resignation, or any other
cause shall be filled by election of the ma-
jority of the entire committee remaining.

“Sec. 3. The committee shall holds its first
meeting within a reasonable time after the
passage and approval of this act and shall
elect from its membership a chairman and
a secretary-treasurer. Thereafter, the com-
mittee shall meet at such times and places as
shall be specified by a call of the chairman
or a majority of the committee. Four mem-
bers of the committee shall constitute a
quorum, and such quorum may exercise all
the powers and authority conferred on the
committee. All meetings of the committee
shall be open to the public, and a complete
record of all its proceedings shall be taken
and preserved as a matter of public record.

“Sec. 4. The members of the committee
shall receive no compensation but shall be
entitled to the per diem expense allowance
and travel expenses as provided by law for
attendance at committee meetings and
other necessary official committee business.

“Sec. 5. The primary purpose of the Sen-
ator McCarran memorial statue committee
is to facllitate and make arrangements for
the placement of a statue in Statuary Hall of
the late Senator Patrick A. McCarran. To
fulfill the provisions of this act, the com-
mittee shall have the following powers and
duties:

*“1. To investigate and determine the steps
to be taken to enable this State to have
placed in Statuary Hall in Washington, D. C.,
a marble or bronze statue of Senator Patrick
A. McCarran.

“2., To select a sculptor or sculptors to
create or cast the statue and to hold delib-
erations and determine the type, size, ma-
terial and cost of such a statue.

*“3. To direct the method of obtaining,
furnishing and expending the funds neces-
sary to effectuate the purposes of this act.

*“4. To contract for and employ a sculptor
or sculptors to create or cast the statue, and
to pay the necessary costs, such as, but not
limited to, the fee of the sculptor, building
and material expenses, cost of a pedestal or
base, freight costs for transporting the
statue to Washington, D. C., cost for tempo-
rary placement and erection of the statue in
the Rotunda In the United States Capitol
for unvelling ceremonies, cost for permanent
placement and erection of the statue in
Statuary Hall, cost of printing the announce-
ments, invitations and programs for the un-
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veiling ceremonies, and other incidental and
necessary expenses which the committee may
find it necessary to incur.

“5. To determine whether or not unveiling
ceremonies are desired and, if held, to ar-
range such exercises and appoint a presiding
officer to take full charge of the presentation.
If the committee decides to hold unveiling
ceremonies, it shall take the necessary steps
to be granted permission by concurrent reso-
lution of the Congress of the United States
and it shall consult with the congressional
delegation from Nevada to introduce such a
resolution.

“6. To contact and consult with the Archi-
tect of the Capitol of the United States for
any procedural information desired with re-
gard to the contribution of the statue and
to confer with the Joint Committee of Con-
gress on the Library and Statues concerning
the final determination as to where the
statue will permanently be located in the
United States Capitol. !

“7. To receive contributions from any
source whatever to cover the cost of erect-
ing the statue and to deposit such contribu-
tions with the State treasurer to the credit
of the Senator McCarran statue fund here-
inafter created,

“8. To report to the next ensulng session
of the legislature of the State of Nevada on
what action has been taken and what results
have been achieved under the provisions of
this act.

“Sec. 8. This act shall remain in full force
and effect until the objective intended and
enunciated by the preamble and context of
this act have been accomplished.

“See. 7. To carry out the purposes and pro=
visions of this act there is hereby created a
fund in the State treasury to be known as
the Senator McCarran statue fund, which
fund shall consist of legislative appropria-
tions, contributions and donations of any
kind or nature whatsoever., State funds to
apply to the necessary costs of procuring the
statue shall be provided by direct appropria-
tion of the legislature and there is hereby
appropriated the sum of $500 out of any
money in the State treasury not otherwise
appropriated to the credit of the Senator
McCarran statue fund and claims against
this fund shall be paid out as other claims
against the State are paid.

“Sec. 8. This act shall become effective
upon passage and approval.”

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Mississippl; to the Committee
on the Judiclary:

“House Concurrent Resolution 15

“Concwirent resolution memorializing Con-
gress to enact legislation limiting the
appellate jurisdiction of the United States
Supreme Court and the jurisdiction of
other Federal courts

“Whereas Federal courts, and more par-
ticularly the United States Supreme Court,
have through numerous opinions and deci-
sions invaded the fields of the legislative and
executive branches of government; and

“Whereas through numerous opinions and
decisions Federal courts, and more particu-
larly the United States Supreme Court, have
invaded the field of government which
should be left to the control of the several
States of the Unlon; and

“Whereas Congress is authorized under
the Constitution of the United States to
control and limit the appellate jurisdiction
of the United States Supreme Court and the
jurisdiction of other Federal courts: Now,
therefore, be it

*“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the State of Mississippi (the Senate con-
curring therein, That Congress be memorial-
ized to enact legislation limiting the appel-
late jurisdiction of the United States Su-
preme Court and the jurisdiction of other
Federal courts, so that the fields of govern-
ment of the executive and legislative
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branches and that of the several States shall
not be invaded, but shall remain separate
and distinct; be it further
“Resolved, That copies of this resolution
be forwarded to each United States Senator
from Mississippi, each Member of the House
of Representatives of Congress from Missis-
sippi, the Senate of the United States, and
the House of Representatives of the United
States.
“Adopted by the house of representatives
February 15, 1955.
“WALTER SILIERS,
“gpeaker of the House of Representatives,
“Adopted by the senate, March 24, 1955.
“CARROLL GARTIN,
“President of the Senate.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Colorado; to the Committee on
Finance:

“Senate Joilnt Memorial 11

*“Joint memorial memorializing the Congress
of the United States to set aside the Vet-
erans’ Administration property at Fort Lo-
gan adjacent to Denver as a Veterans' Ad-
ministration domiciliary

“Whereas there is no Veterans’ Adminis-
tration domiciliary available for Colorado
and the Rocky Mountain area veterans in
the area from Fort Meade, S. Dak., to Wads~
worth, Kans.; and

“Whereas the domiciliaries previously men-
tioned are constantly crowded and having
waiting lists, as are the other domiciliaries
throughout the United States; and

“Whereas the need for domiciliary care is
increasingly more acute for each year and
month that passes; and

“Whereas there is a saving of over $15 a
day per patient for all veterans who can be
transferred from a general medical and sur-
gical hospital to a domiciliary; and

“Whereas Fort Logan has adequate bulld-
ings available at a small cost in preparation
for service and with ample ground for ex-
pansion in necessary Veterans' Administra-
tion activities for the future: Now, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the 40th Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of Colorado (the
House of Representatives concurring herein),
That the Congress of the United States is
hereby respectfully requested to enact a law
which will provide that the Veterans' Ad-
ministration property at Fort Logan, near
Denver, Colo., be made a permanent Veterans’
Administration domiciliary; be it further

“Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be
transmitted to the Secretary of the Senate
of the United States and the Chief Clerk of
the House of Representatives of the United
States and to each Member of Congress from
the State of Colorado.

“StrepHEN L. R. McCNICHOLS,
“President of the Senate.
“MILDRED H. CRESSWELL,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“Davip A. Hamir,
“Speaker of the House of
Representatives,
“LEE MATTIES,
“Chief Clerk of the House of
Representatives.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry:

“SBenate Joint Resolution 22

*“Joint resolution relative to the storage of
surplus wheat in California

“Whereas the United States Government,
through the Commodity Credit Corporation,
has on its hands a vast quantity of surplus
wheat which is estimated to exceed 2 billion
bushels, and which is stored in various
places; and
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*“Whereas none of this surplus wheat is
now stored in California while in the Pacific
Northwest area there is now reported to be
stored some 30 million bushels of surplus
wheat in 140 ships, in addition to that stored
in warehouses, and it is proposed to use 105
additional ships in that area for the storage
of approximately 25 million additional
bushels of such wheat; and

“Whereas there is available now in the
State of California grain warehouse facilities
for the storage of approximately 10 million
bushels of such wheat, and further facilities
could be made available if necessary; and

“Whereas from an overall strategic stand-
point it would seem that the best interests
of the United States would be served by pre-
serving shipping facilities for their intended
purpose and by dispersing the storage of its
strateglc assets, including such surplus
wheat, as widely as possible; and

“Whereas irrespective of the ultimate dis-
position of this surplus wheat its storage
within California would be advantageous be=
cause if it is to be exported, California has
the ports and shipping; If it is to be sold,
California has its livestock industry and
other purchasers to buy it; and if it is to be
stored indefinitely, California has facilities
for such storage; and

“Whereas this surplus wheat is the prop-
erty of the people of the United States as a
whole and whatever economic benefits may
ensue to labor, trade, and industry from the
handling and keeping thereof should be
equitably distributed throughout the Na-
tlon; and

“Whereas there is now no reason why plans
for the storage of such surplus wheat in Cal-
ifornia may not be put under way pursuant
to which such wheat may be stored in Cali-
fornia at least as advantageously as else-
where, thus conferring a great economic
benefit to this State at no additional cost,
and possibly a saving, to the United States:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California hereby
respectfully requests the President and the
Congress of the United States to take such
steps as may be mnecessary to cause to be
stored within the State of California such
quantities of the surplus wheat under the
control of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion as may be stored therein to the best ad-
vantage and benefit to the people of the
State of California and the people of the
United States; and be further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the sen-
ate be, and he hereby is, directed to trans-
mit copies of this resolution to the President
and Vice President of the United States, to
the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and to each Senator and Representative from
California in the Congress of the United
States.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

“Senate Joint Resolution 20

“Joint resolution relative to payments in
lieu of taxes by the Federal Government

“Whereas the Federal Government,
through its many agencles, continues to
acquire vast holdings of land and improve-
ments, particularly for military, experi-
mental, and defense purposes, and since the
Federal Government is under no constitu-
tional obligation to pay taxes, the property
thus acquired is removed from the local tax
base; and

“Whereas not only has the Federal Gov-
ernment acquired conslderable land for war
and defense projects, but in recent years it
has enlarged its holdings of public lands set
aside for national parks, Indian reservations,
forest reserves, experimental areas and other
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slmilar purposes, which activity has been
particularly noticeable in the 11 Western
States of Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho,
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming, within which
Btates the Federal Government has greatly
expanded the public domain since 1937, now
owning over 55 percent of all the land in
these States; and

“Whereas because general property taxa-
tion is the major source of revenue for
countles, cities, school districts, and other
local governmental units, the acquisition of
property by the Federal Government has
seriously impaired this source of revenue of
local governmental units and consequently
the financial stability of such local govern-
ments; and

“Whereas while the acquisitions of ad-
ditional Federal property have adversely
affected the source of revenue of local gov-
ernment, at the same time they have also
enlarged the local problems and responsibili-
tles of furnishing many necessary public
services, not only directly for Federal ac-
tivities, but also for the large numbers of
families being attracted to the sites of Fed-
eral projects; and

“Whereas Federal property ownership has
had a crushing impact on local governments,
striking at the very heart of local govern-
ment: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-
fully memorializes the President and Con-
gress of the United States to enact legisla-
tion providing for payments to local govern-
ments in lieu of taxes on federally owned
lands; and be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the sen-
ate transmit copies of this resolution to the
President of the United States, to the Presi-
dent of the Senate, to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, and to each Sena-
tor and Representative from California in
the Congress of the United States.”

A resolution of the Senate of the State of
Illinois; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions:

“Senate Resolution 34

“Whereas the right of national self-deter~
mination is universally accepted as inherent
in all peoples; and

“Whereas Slovakia was one of the first
countries to suffer Communist aggression at
the end of World War II and her peoples were
denied their right of national self-determina-
tion; and

“Whereas Slovakia’s strategic geographic
location—on the flank of eastern Europe—is
anchored in the politically, militarily, and
economically vital area of the Carpathian
Mountains, possessing as she does the finest
area defense lines, which, if free, would add
materially to the safety and security of the
United States: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the 69th Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of Illinois, That
we respectfully urge the Congress of the
United States to pass a resolution that it is
the sense of the Congress of the United
States that the people of Slovakia are en-
titled to and should no longer be denied the
right of national self-determination; and be
it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be forwarded to the President of the United
Btates Senate, to the Speaker of the United
BStates House of Representatives, and to each
Benator and Representative from the State
of Illinois in the Congress of the United
States, by the secretary of state.

“Adopted by the senate April 12, 1955.

“JoHN Wn. CHAPMAN,
“President of the S 2

“EpwarD H. ALEXANDER,
“Secretary of the Senate.”
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A resolution of the Senate of the State
of Kansas; to the Committee on Public
Works:

“Senate Resolution 16

“Resolution petitioning the Congress of the
United States to take appropriate action
to assure the continuance of surveys and
planning and the cooperation in the con=-
struction of projects in the State of Kan-
sas that are vital and necessary to the con-
servation of soil and water by the Corps
of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation,
and the United States Department of Agri-
culture
“Whereas water and soil are the most val-

uable resources of Kansas; and

“Whereas the citizens, industries, farms,
and cities of Kansas have always been sub-
ject to flood and drought but more recently
they have experienced severe hardships and
great financial losses from floods and droughts
during the years 1951, 1952, 1953, and 1854;
and

“Whereas many cities, iIndustries and farms
are suffering from a critical shortage of
water, and, at the same time, are exposed to
the further hazards of floods and droughts
and

“Whereas it has become evident that we
must use every means available and feasible
to conserve and control all of the sources of
water supply; and

“Whereas the Federal Government through
acts of Congress has delegated to three
agencies, namely, the Corps of Engineers, the
Bureau of Reclamation, and the Soil Con=-
servation Bervice of the United States De-
partment of Agriculture, the principal re-
sponsibilities for the conservation of water
and soil, and, more specifically, such matters
as flood control, water supply, irrigation, pol-
lution control and soll conservation: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the State of
Kansas, That we respectfully urge, request,
and petition the Congress of the United
States to take what actions are necessary to
assure continuance of surveys and planning
and assure cooperation in the construction of
projects in the State of Kansas that are vital

"and necessary to the conservation of soil and

water, by the three agencies, namely, the

Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclama-

tion, and the Soil Conservation Service of

the United States Department of Agriculture;
and be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state be
instructed to transmit enrolled copies of this
resolution to the President of the United
States, the - Viece President of the United
States, each Member of the Congress of the
United States, and the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget of the United States,

“I hereby certify that the above resolution
originated in the senate, and was adopted
by that body March 31, 1955.

“JouN M. CUISK,
“President of the Senate.
“SIDNEY MARGARET GARDINER,
“Secretary of the Senate.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
Territory of Hawail; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

“Joint Resolution 3

#“Joint resolution requesting the Congress of
the United States of America to amend
the Hawallan Organic Act to provide for
annual regular sessions of the legislature
“Whereas section 41 of the Hawailan Or-

ganic Act provides for biennial sessions of

the legislature of the Territory of Hawail,
such section having been in effect since April

380, 1900; and
‘“Whereas subsequent to the enactment of

the Hawaiian Organic Act the population of

the Territory has more than tripled and it
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is now necessary for the leglslature to meet
annually for the proper and adequate con-
sideration of governmental problems and
determination of policy for the Territory;
and

“Whereas the Constitution of the State of
Hawall as agreed upon by the delegates of
the people of Hawail in convention on July
22, 1950, made provision for annual regular
sessions of the legislature: Now, therefore,

“Be it enacted by the Legislature of the
Territory of Hawaii:

“SegctioN 1. The Congress of the United
States of America is hereby respectiully re-
quested to amend the act entitled "An act to
provide a government for the Territory of
Hawail,' approved April 30, 1900, as amended,
known as the Hawalian Organic Act, as
follows:

*“(a) By amending section 26 to read:

* ‘SEC. 26. Compensatlion of members: That
the members of the legislature shall receive
for their services, in addition to mileage at
the rate of 20 cents a mile each way, the sum
of $2,500 for each general session, and
$1,600 for each budget session, payable in
3 equal installments on or after the 1st, 30th,
and 50th days of each general session and on
or after the 1st, 15th, and 25th day of each
budget session, such amounts to be appro-
priated by Congress from any moneys in the
Federal Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
based wupon regular estimates submitted
through the Secretary of the Interior: Pro-
vided, that the members shall receive from
the Territory 750 as compensation for any
special session held under the provisions
of existing law: Provided further, that the
sums herein authorized to be appropriated
from the Federal Treasury for mileage and
per diem of members for general or budget
sesslons shall constitute the only sums to be
appropriated by the Congress for legislative
expenses.’

“{b) By amending sections 41, 42, and 43
to read:

“‘Sgc. 41. Sessions of the legislature: That
regular sesslons of the legislature shall be
held annually. The governor may convens
the legislature, or the senate alone, in special
session. All sessions shall be held at the
capital of the Territory. In case the capital
shall be unsafe, the governor may direct that
any session shall be held at some other place,
Regular sessions in odd-numbered years shall
be known as “general sessions” and regular
sessions in even-numbered years shall be
known as “budget sessions.”

“ ‘At budget sessions the legislature shall
be limited to the consideration and enact-
ment of the general appropriations bill for
the succeeding fiscal year and bills to au-
thorize proposed capital expenditures, reve=
nue bills necessary therefor, urgency meas-
ures deemed necessary in the public inter-
est, bills calling elections, and bills to pro-
vide for the expenses of such sessions. The
legislature may also consider and act upon
matters relating to the removal of officers.
No urgency measure shall be considered un-
less a statement of facts constituting such
urgency is set forth in one section thereof
and until such section has been first ap-
proved by each house. The approval of
such section and the final passage of such
measure in each house shall require a two-
thirds vote of all the members to which such
house is entitled, taken by ayes and noes
and entered upon its journal.

“'Sec. 42, Commencement and duration
of sessions: That regular sessions shall com-
mence at 10 a. m. on the third Wednesday
in February. General sessions shall be lim-
ited to a period of 60 days and budget ses-
sions and special sessions to a period of 30
days, but the governor may extend any ses-
sion for not more than 30 days. Sundays and
holidays shall be excluded in computing the
number of days of any session.
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“‘Sec. 43. Adjournment: That mneither
house shall adjourn during any session of
the legislature for more than 3 days, or
sine die, without the consent of the other.’

“(c) By amending section 53 to read:

“*Spc. 63. The budget: That within such
time prior to the opening of each regular
sesslons as may be prescribed by law, the
governor shall submit to the legislature a
budget setting forth a complete plan of
proposed general fund expenditures and
anticipated receipts of the Territory for the
ensuing fiscal period, together with such
other information as the legislature may
require. The budget shall be compiled in
two parts, one setting forth all proposed
operating expenditures for the ensulng fiscal
period and the other, all capital improve-
ments expenditures proposed to be under-
taken during such period. The governor
shall also, upon the opening of the session,
submit bills to provide for such proposed
expenditures and for any recommended addi-
tional revenues or borrowings by which the
proposed expenditures are to be met. Such
bills shall be introduced in the legislature
upon the opening of each regular session.”

“Sec. 2. Certified coples of this joint reso-
Iution shall be forwarded to the President
of the United States, to the President of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives of the Congress of the
United States, to the Secretary of the In-
terior and to the Delegate to Congress from
Hawali.

“Sec. 3. This joint resolution shall take
effect upon its approval.

“Approved this 11th day of April 1955.

“SaMUEL WiLpEr KING,
“Governor of the Territory of Hawaii.”

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the National Association for the Advance-
ment of Colored People, District of Colum-
bia Branch, Washington, D. C., signed by
Eugene Davidson, president, favoring the
enactment of legislation to provide suffrage
in the District of Columbia; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

A resolution adopted by the San Diego
Chapter, California Society, Sons of the
American Revolution, favoring the repudia-
tion of the Yalta agreement; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

A resolution adopted by the San Diego
Chapter, California Socliety, Sons of the
American Revolution, favoring the enact-
ment of legislation to reveal the Potsdam
Agreement and certain other agreements; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Resolutions adopted by the Civic Club and
the Lions Club, both of the city of Downie-
ville, Calif., favoring the enactment of legis-
lation to authorize the construction of the
Trinity River development in the State of
California; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

A resolution adopted by the board of gov-
ernors of the Chamber of Commerce of Salt
Lake City, Utah, relating to the exemption
from Federal regulation the activities of pro-
ducers and gatherers of natural gas; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

A resolution adopted by the Texas Society
of the Daughters of the American Revolu-
tion, favoring the enactment of Senate Joint
Resolution 1, relating to the treaty-making
power; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

A resolution adopted by the City Council of
Chicago, Ill., favoring the enactment of leg-
islation to provide a salary adjustment for
Post Office employees; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

A letter In the nature of a petition from
Ferenc Horvath, of Wrightstown, N. J., re-
lating to the national highway program
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.
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RESOLUTIONS OF RHODE ISLAND
GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and my colleague the junior
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
torel, I present, for appropriate refer-
ence, three resolutions adopted by the
Rhode Island General Assembly, and
sent to us by Armand H. Cote, secretary
of state of Rhode Island.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were received and appropriately
referred, and, under the rule, were or-
dered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

To the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency:

“Resolution urging the Senators and Repre-
sentatives from Rhode Island in the Con-
gress of the United States to make every
effort to obtain from the Public Housing
Administration an extension of time for
occupancy of Veterans’' Emergency Hous-
ing Project No. RI-V-370563B, at Fort
Kearney, R. L.

“Whereas In the town of Narragansett
upon South Ferry Road upon a hill overlook-
ing the bay is situated Fort Philip Eearney,
which became a housing development for
the University of Rhode Island in 1946 un-
der the provisions of the Lanham Act when
contract with the Public Housing Admin-
istration converted the barracks at the in-
stallation into apartments; and

“Whereas the deadline date for vacating
this Veterans’ Emergency Housing Project
No. RI-V-37053B (Fort Kearney, R. 1.) was
extended to July 1, 1955; and

“Whereas a formal extension of the clos-
ing date for such housing project is now
necessary since the facilities are located on
land under the control of the United States
Government and, therefore, subject to the
requirements of section 604 of the Lanham
Act: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the members of the Gen-
eral Assembly respectfully request the Sena-
tors and Representatives from Rhode Island
in the Congress of the United States to make
every effort to have an extension granted for
another year until July 1, 1956, by the Pub-
lic Housing Administration to permit Veter-
ans’ Emergency Housing Project No. RI-V-
370538 (Fort Kearney, R. I.) to continue in
residence there; and be it further

“Resolved, That duly certified copies of
this resolution be transmitted by the Secre-
tary of State to sald Senators and Repre-
sentatives from Rhode Island in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

To the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare:

“Resolution memorializing Congress to enact
a Federal minimum wage of $1.25 an hour

“Whereas the President of the United
States has proposed, and Congress is now
considering, legislation to increase the Fed-
eral minimum wage above the present inade-
quate figure of 756 cents an hour; and

“Whereas & fair and reasonable minimum
wage would raise the living standards of un-
derpald workers, increase the national in-
come, stimulate business activity, minimize
unfair industrial competition based upon
sweatshop wages and help to solve the prob-
lem of runaway shops; and

“Whereas in the State of Rhode Island
many industries are getting serious and un-
fair competition from plants in low-wage
areas because of the inadequacy of the pres-
ent minimum wage, and the State may lose
more of Its industries unless action is taken
quickly to raise the Federal minimum: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the General Assembly of
the State of Rhode Island calls upon the
Congress of the United States to enact a
Federal minimum wage of $1.25 an hour and
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urges our Senators and Representatives from
Rhode Island in the Congress of the United
Btates to support such legislation, in the
interests of both of our own State and of
the Nation; and be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state be
and he is hereby authorized to transmit to
the Senators and Representatives from Rhode
Island in the Congress of the United States
duly certified copies of this resolution.”

—_—

“Resolution memorializing Congress endors-
ing the resolution calling for a $1,250,000
survey of the alarming mental health
problem in the United States

“Whereas there is now pending in the
Congress of the United States a resolution
calling for a $1,250,000 survey of the alarm-
ing mental health problem in the United
States; and

“Whereas in the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee, which hears
health matters, Mrs. Oveta Culp Hobby,
Secretary of Health, gave figures on the toll
of mental illness. The press coverage is here-
in quoted:

“‘She spoke in support of President Eisen-
hower's program for dealing with the prob-
lem.

“‘She endorsed a resolution calling for a
$1,250,000 survey. This was submitted by
Representative J. PErcy Priest, Democrat, of
Tennessee, chairman of the committee.

“‘No dissenting voice was heard as Mrs.
Hobby and her experts urged much greater
efforts immediately in the mental health
fleld. As much as 6 percent of the popula-
tion, or about 9 million persons, are believed
to have serious mental disorders, she said.

* *Mrs. Hobby put the direct cost of mental
hospitals, plus benefits to veterans with
mental disorders, at more than $1 billion a
year.

“'Dr. Wilfred Overholzer, superintendent
of St. Elizabeths Hospital here, a leading
mental institution, added to the tragic plc-
ture.

“*4“In the first year in a mental hospital,”
he said, “patients have a 50-50 chance of re-
lease. In 2 years, the odds agalnst being re-
leased alive rise to 16 to 1. By the time
a patlient has been hospitalized for 8 years,
the odds are more than 99 to 1.”

“‘Dr. Overholzer reported that a 99-year-
old woman had been in the hospital since
1885.

“*“Of the more than 500,000 patients in
our State mental hospitals, one-quarter have
been hospitalized more than 16 years, one-
half more than 8 years, three-fourths more
than 2 years," he sald.

“ ¢ “Schizophrenia, a baffling type of mental
disease, accounts for half the cases,” he
added.

“ ‘He added that virtually no special studies
had been made on improving care and treat-
ment in mental hospitals. However, he told
of a California hospital that had increased
its discharge rate 214 times by intensify-
ing care and therapy.

“¢“There are very Interesting new drugs
coming along,” he said. “They are not a
panacea, but I believe we are on the verge of
a new era in drugs.”

“ ‘Secretary Hobby explained that the Pres-
ident’s special program would complement an
appropriation increase from $14,147,5600 to
$17,501,000.

“‘It calls for an additional $6,750,000 in
grants to States, $1,250,000 in “demonstration
projects,” and $1,500,000 for training work-
ers, and $1 million for research.

“‘Both Mrs. Hobby and Dr. Robert H. Felix,
Director of the National Institute of Mental
Health, stressed the shortage of medical per-
sonnel in the fleld': Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the General Assembly of
the State of Rhode Island earnestly requests
Congress to endorse this movement calling
for a #$1,250,000 survey of the alarming
mental health problem in the United States;
asking our Senators and Representatives
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from Rhode Island to work for enactment of
this legislation; directing the Secretary of
State to transmit to them duly certified
copies of this resolution.”

REGULATION OF PRODUCERS’
PRICES OF NATURAL GAS—RESO-
LUTION AND STATEMENT

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
present, for appropriate reference, and
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the ReEcorp a resolution in favor of
Federal regulation of producers’ prices
of natural gas, adopted by the City Com-
mission of Grand Rapids, Mich., and a
statement by Mr. Samuel H. Himelstein,
city attorney for the city of Grand
Rapids, Mich., to the mayor and the city
commission of that city. The statement
is a particularly straightforward and
enlightening exposition of the compel-
ling reasons why such Federal regulation
must be kept in force.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be received
and appropriately referred; and, with-
out objection, the resolution and state-
ment will be printed in the REcorb.

The resolution was referred to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, as follows:

‘Whereas the Harris bill (H. R. 4560) is now
pending in the Congress of the United
States; and

Whereas the Harris bill would nullify the
Natural Gas Act of 1938, which gives the
Federal Power Commission the right and
duty to regulate a fair and reasonable price
for natural gas at the wellhead; and

Whereas if the Harris bill is enacted into
law it would destroy consumer protection in
the price of natural gas and permit the nat-
ural-gas producers to charge the consumers
any arbitrary price they chose to fix and
would result in Increased cost of millions of
dollars to the many thousands of natural-
gas users and result in great harm to the
people of this city: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by this city commission, That we
do hereby declare our opposition to the Har-
ris bill, so-called, and urge upon the Presi-
dent of the United States and our represent-
atives in the Congress that the Harris bill
be defeated: Be it further

Resolved, That if the Harris bill is passed
by the Congress, we urge the Presldent of
the United States to veto it; be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
forwarded immediately to the President of
the United States, to Senator CHaRLEsS Por-
TER, to Senator PATRICK McNaMara, and to
Congressman GeraLp R. Forp, JR., at their
respective addresses in Washington, D. C.

The statement presented by Mr. Mc-
Namara is as follows:

SuouLp ConGREss VoTE A $1,700,000 YEARLY
INCREASE FOR NATURAL Gas CONSUMERS OF
GRAND RAPIDS?

(Statement by Samuel H. Himelstein, city
attorney of Grand Rapids, Mich.)

Mayor Veldman and gentlemen of the
commission, you have before you a resolu-
tion asking the Congress of the United States
to defeat the Harris bill. I desire, through
you, to alert the people of this city to the
great danger that the Harris bill will be en-
acted into law by the Congress unless the
people make themselves heard. It is neces-
sary that the people become fully aware of
what this Harris bill will mean to them in
the very near future if it does become law.

Most people think that what happens in
Congress in Washington is far away and
doesn't concern them. Of course, that is not
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true. And it is especially not true in this
situation. If this bill passes it will cost the
people of the city of Grand Rapids millions
of dollars. I am not overstating the case.

To understand this situation I must give
you a brief factual background. Natural gas,
including that for Grand Raplds users, is
produced in 3 or 4 States in South and
Southwest United States. The principal
producers are Texas and Oklahoma., Two or
three other States contribute some natural
gas. Natural gas, as it comes out of the
ground, is called well-head or field gas. From
the ground, the gas is piped by long pipe-
lines to its destination, most times to other
States far away, e. g., Michigan. It is sold to
local distributing companies, such as the
Michigan Consolidated Gas Co., which bases
its rates, in part, on the price paid for the
natural gas at the field or well-head (as it
comes from the ground).

In two decisions, the United States Su-
preme Court has decided that when the gas
is transported across States lines neither the
State where the gas comes from the ground,
e. g, Oklahoma or Texas, nor the State of
destination, e. g., Michigan, has the right to
regulate or control the price of natural gas
as it comes from the ground. This is what
is known as the well-head or field price. In-
vestigation by the Federal Trade Commis=
sion proved that the sellers of natural gas
before 1938 always charged whatever they
thought the trafic would bear., This re-
sulted in price gouging and exploitation of
consumers.

To correct this situation, the Congress of
the United States in 1938 enacted what is
known as the Natural Gas Act of 1938, where-
by the Federal Power Commission was given
the right and the duty to regulate the price
of natural gas at the fleld or well-head.
This regulation sets a price which would, on
the one hand, guarantee a fair rate to the
producer of natural gas, but, on the other
hand, would not be unfalr to, nor would it
gouge the consumer. This Natural Gas Act
of 1938 was upheld by the United States Su-
preme Court. But the Harris bill, if it be-
comes law, would nullify and kill the Nat-
ural Gas Act.

Since 1938 the natural-gas Industry has
grown and prospered. Much natural gas has
been found, and millions of customers have
been added. It has been profitable to the
producer and, despite some increases be-
cause of inflation, etc., the price of natural
gas has remained within reach of millions of
consumers.

Now the gas and oil industry (oil com-
panies own most of the natural gas wells)
are making an intense legislative drive in
Congress to sabotage and scuttle effective
regulation of natural gas rates. The oil com=
panies are spending well over a million dol-
lars on this lobby. There have been six bills
introduced to nullify the Natural Gas Act,
and the principal bill is the Harris bill,
against which this clty commission resoclu-
tlon is directed.

If this Harris bill becomes law, the Federal
Power Commission would no longer have the
right to regulate just and reasonable prices
for natural gas as it comes out of the ground.
If this happens, consumer protection will
be destroyed. With the Federal -protection
removed, and with the States constitution-
ally helpless to protect the consumer, then
that which happened before the Natural Gas
Act was passed will happen again: the pro-
ducers will again charge whatever they think
traffic will bear; there will be price gouging
and exploitation of consumers. What this
will probably mean in dollars and cents to
Grand Rapids I will shortly point out.

Under the present law a tremendous net-
work of pipelines bring natural gas to nearly
all the major citles in the Nation, Grand
Rapids included. The pipelines were built,
for the most part, under the representation
that natural gas would be available to con-
sumers at a regulated, reasonable rate. Mu-
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nicipalities, cities, and consumers in cities,
supported this pipeline development in re-
liance on these representations. In city
by city, Grand Rapids included, thousands
upon thousands of people changed over their
equipment to heat and cook with natural
gas.

Consumers, including those in Grand Ra-
pids, are now absolutely dependent on those
who sell natural gas in interstate commerce.
They are as dependent upon natural gas as
a public service commodity, as they are on
water and electricity. Heating units, stoves,
hot water systems, etc. have been converted
to this fuel at a cost of millions of dollars
to the consumer; and gas is the only fuel
which can be utilized by and in this equip-
ment.

Furthermore, distributors, e. g. Michigan
Consolidated Gas Co., are committed by
contract to buy from the pipeline which
comes a long distance in interstate com-
merce. Unless, therefore, the Federal Power
Commission has the right to control that
initial price in the field, no effective con-
trol exists. The only choice open to the
consumers, and there are thousands of them
in Grand Rapids, would be either to pay the
gouging price, or to use another fuel. Every-
one within the sound of my voice will under-
stand the cost to him of reconverting back to
copl or oil.

This is no choice at all. We, who have
installed costly gas equipment with which to
heat and cook, know that the cost of chang-
ing back to another fuel measured in terms
of inconvenience and time, and of money,
is prohibitive, and yet this is exactly what
faces every user of gas in the city of Grand
Rapids if the Harris bill Is enacted into law
by the Congress.

In terms of money the effect of removing
the consumer protection if the Harris bill
becomes law, is illustrated in a pending rate
increase in the city of Denver. There the
producers asked that the field or wellhead
price be substituted for regulation by the
Federal Power Commission which now ex-
ists. According to the figures presented
there, this change means an increase in
rates to consumers in Denver of $4 million
extra per year; and the company there claims
that the field price is not as high as it should
be.

Now Denver is a city with 415,000 popula-
tion. It is an American city just like Grand
Rapids is. Figuring the population of
Grand Rapids at 180,000 and using simple
arithmetic, if the increase to Denver is §4
million each year, then, if the Harris bill
becomes law, Grand Rapids users would have
to pay for natural gas in addition to the
present prices, the sum of $1,720,000 extra
each and every year thereafter.

Imagine 81,700,000 extra in gas rates each
and every year. Here the city commission
is trying to save a dollar here and a dollar
there. We are trying to save a million dol-
lars on our sewage works which is a one time
capital investment. Yet if the Harris bill
becomes law it will nrean over $1,700,000 ex-
tra in just gas rates every year to most of
you within the sound of my voice. And think
of the increase in cost of articles in which
gas is used to manufacture. That flgure
could be greater than $1,700,000.

I should state here that this implies no
criticism of the Michigan Consolidated Gas
Co. They, too, would be helpless if the Har-
ris bill becomes law. They would simply
have to pay the price of gas whatever is
charged at the wellhead, and they would have
to pass that price increase on to you the
consumer,

So that you may know the arguments used
on the other side I want to state and ana-
lyze them briefly. The claim of the propo-
nents of the Harris bill is that there are over
4,000 natural gas producing companies and
that if the Government will just let them
alone, competition will set in, and with free
enterprise, prices will settle down,
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What are the facts? 'True, there are over
4,000 natural gas producers. But most of
them are so small that they produce very
little gas and at the most only enough to
supply one little surrounding community.
Of these thousands of producers 7 (not
70, not 700, but 7) mostly big oil companies,
produce one-third of all the natural gas
used in this country and less than 100 of
these companies produce 85 percent of all
the natural gas used in this entire Nation,
All the remaining 3,900 or more companies
produce only 15 percent of the gas.

Nor is that the whole story. For example,
4 or 5 big companies produce our automo-
biles. But if you don't like an automobile
you can, by simple choice, buy a competing
product at about the same or even a lower
price. You cannot do that with gas. Gas
comes through a pipeline from Oklahoma or
Texas or Loulsiana, and once that pipeline is
laid it would cost millions to change. In
other words, there is no room for maneuver=
ability or choice in the buying of natural gas.

Thus in the light of facts, the illusion of
competition in the gas industry wvanishes.
The fact is that the natural gas industry is a
monopoly and not a competitive industry.

I have stated before that there is a well-
organized lobby now driving in Congress to
scuttle and sabotage the protection which
you have. Congressional committee hearings
are now being carried on and there is real
danger that the Harris bill will be enacted
into law.

But there is no lobby as powerful as the
people, if they make themselves heard.

It is imperative that you communicate
with your representatives in Congress at the
earliest possible time. Write them letters or
post cards, or wire, or telephone your Sena-
tors and your Congressman in Washington,
D. C. Let these Senators and Congressmen
know, in your own words, that you are op-
posed to the Harris bill or anything like it.
And watch how these Senators and Repre-
sentatives vote in this.

You should also write to the President of
the United States and ask him to use the
influence of his high office to prevent the
enactment of the Harris bill; and you should
ask the President that if the Harris bill is
passed by the Congress, that he veto it.

Protect and defend yourselves from the
serious menace of the Harris bill. Write and
get your friends to write to your Senators
and Congressmen. Do it now without delay
because the bill is now being considered.

INCREASED SUGAR QUOTAS—RESO-
LUTION OF KENNEDY (MINN.)
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I present,
for appropriate reference, and ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
REcorp, a resolution adopted by the
Kennedy, Minn., Chamber of Commerce,
relating to increased sugar quotas.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

Whereas the sugar industry is a vital and
necessary part of the agricultural life of the
Red River Valley of the North; and

Whereas quota provisions incorporated in
the Sugar Act of 1948 as temporarily expedi-
ent still are in force, denying the historic
right of this industry to grow with our Na-
tion; and

Whereas the domestic sugar industry has,
through important technological progress,
increased its own productivity per acre by
some 20 percent since establishment of fixed
marketing quotas in the Sugar Act of 1948;
and

Whereas the combination of rigid market-
ing restrictions and increased productivity
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per acre Is forcing injurious acreage reduc-
tions and other sharp constrictions of the do-
mestic sugar industry; and

Whereas these pressures not only are acting
to the severe and unwarranted detriment of
the domestic sugar industry, but also are
having a depressing effect upon the economic
life of the valley: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the secretary of the Ken-
nedy Chamber of Commerce is hereby in-
structed to forward coples of this resolution
to the Senators and Representatives elected
to the Congress by the people of Minnesota;
and to the Secretary of Agriculture, Secre-
tary of State, and the Secretary of the In-
terior.

Passed by the Kennedy Chamber of Com-
merce April 13, 1955.

RoeerT PETERSBURG,
President.
‘Wirris LILLIQUIST,
Secretary.

NINETY PERCENT OF PARITY FOR
FARM PRODUCTS—RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp, and appropriately re-
ferred, a resolution adopted at the an-
nual meeting on March 26, 1955, of the
Isanti County Cooperative Association,
endorsing a long-range permanent farm
program of not less than 90 percent of
parity, and supporting the family-sized
farm.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
ISANTI COUNTY COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION,

Cambridge, Minn., March 31, 1955.

At the annual meeting of the Isanti Coun-
ty Cooperative Association, which was held
March 26, 1955, the following resolution was
brought in by Roman Jaloszynski, Cam-
bridge, Route No. 1, and recommended for
passing by the resolutions committee con-
sisting of Hilmer N. Johnson, chairman,
Isanti, Route No. 2; Linden Erickson, Cam-
bridge, Route No. 2; Edwin Dobe, Dalbo; and
John Spier, Bethel, Route No. 1. This was
duly seconded and passed unanimously by
the 300 members present. Copies of the
resolution to be sent to Senator THYE, Sen-
ator HUMPHREY, and Congressman WIER.

Resolution as follows:

“Since net farm income has fallen off
about 30 percent since 1948, while nonfarm
income has increased about 43 percent since
1948, no amount of scrambling of figures
can convince us we are better off now under
flexible price supports than we were before.
In view of these facts we submit the follow~
ing resolution:

*“Calling upon the President and the Con-
gress to work out a long-range permanent
farm program on all commodities at not less
than 90 percent of parity—produced by the
family-sized farm (a family farm can be de-
scribed as one of which the family lives on
the land, makes all the major decisions, and
supplies the major part of the labor).

“We further resolve that the Government
stop giving aid to the rich hobby farmers
and the large cooperation farms who really
produce the surpluses if there are any, and
that the Government provide enough money
through low-interest credit for the farm pro-
gram, CCC, crop insurance, REA, SCS, etc.”

IsanTI COUNTY COOFERATIVE
ASSOCIATION,
RAYMOND STOECKEL,
Secretary.
ZIMMERMAN, MINN,
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TRANSFER OF CERTAIN INDIAN
PROPERTY TO CITY OF PIPE-
STONE, MINN.—LETTER AND RES-
OLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp, and appropriately re-
ferred, a letter I received from the Pipe-
stone Civic and Commerce Association,
and a copy of a resolution adopted by
the Pipestone City Council, requesting
that property belonging to the Indian
school, and not needed for the proper
enlargement of Shrine Park, be deeded
to the city of Pipestone for the sum of $1.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were referred to the Com-~
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
and ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

PIPESTONE CIVIC AND COMMERCE
ASSOCIATION,
Pipestone, Minn., March 28, 1955.
Senator HuserT HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR: At the request of Lawrence
Cunningham, State representative, Pipestone
County, we are forwarding a copy of a reso-
lution adopted March 17 by the Pipestone
City Council.

This resolution has been heartily endorsed
by the Pipestone Civic and Commerce Asso-
clation and the Pipestone Community
Couneil.

Very truly yours,
Roy E. SMITH,
Secretary.

Whereas the Pipestone Indian school
building and building area and adjacent
lands belonging to the Federal Government
lle contiguous to the city of Pipestone; and

Whereas saild Indian school buildings have
been vacant for some time; and

Whereas it appears that said buildings,
buillding site, and any other lands connected
with sald Indian school not deemed neces=~
sary or desired to enlarge and improve the
national park adjacent thereto are no longer
needed by the Federal Government and that
it is possible that said property will be deed-
ed to the State of Minnesota for the sum of
$1; and

Whereas it appears that the State of Min-
nesota does not desire to have sald property
for use by said State: Be it

Resolved, That the city of Pipestone de-
sires to have sald bulldings, building site,
and any other real property belonging to
sald Indian school nmot necessary for the
proper enlargement of Shrine Park deeded to
the city of Pipestone for the sum of $1 with
no restrictions involved and that the city of
Pipestone will accept such transfer for which
it will pay the consideration of $1.

THE CASE OF COMMISSIONER
CORSI—RESOLUTION

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre-
sent a resolution adopted by the Con-
gress Club of Kings County, a Repub-
lican organization in the Fourth Assem-
bly District, County of Kings, State of
New York, with headquarters at 694
Bedford Avenue, Brooklyn, N. ¥. I ask
that the entire resolution be printed in
the body of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Whereas the Congress Club of Kings
County, regular Republican organization,
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since its incorporation over 50 years ago, of
an area known as the Fourth Assembly Dis-
triet, County of Eings, State of New York,
and active in Republican affairs and cam-
paigns throughout the years of its existence,
has been and still is interested in the wel-
fare of the Republican Party and the en-
rolled and active members thereof; and

Whereas the Congress Club believes in
party loyalty, the principles of the Repub-
lican Party, and good government by com-
petent and forthright individuals of good
character and attainments; and

Whereas the Honorable Edward Corsi has
been a lifelong loyal Republican who has
served the city, State and Nation with honor
and distinction, and has been a proponent
of good government for the benefit of all,
irrespective of race, creed, religion, or an-
cestry; and

Whereas Commissioner Corsl has held
numerous public offices, including delegate
to the Constitutional Convention of 1936;
Commissioner of Naturalization and Immi-
gration, under Presidents Hoover and Roose-
velt; director of home relief and deputy
commissioner of public welfare under Mayor
La Guardia, chairman of the industrial
board and industrial commissioner of New
York State under Governor Dewey, and Spe-
cial Assistant to the Secretary of State un-
der President Eisenhower, without reflection
upon his honesty or integrity for more than
25 years; and

Whereas Commissioner Corsi has also been
the Republican candidate for such other of-
fices as United States Senator, mayor of the
city of New York, and councilman of the
city of New York; and as one of the stand-
ard bearers of his party has actively partic-
ipated and worked unselfishly in all cam-
paigns in behalf of the party in the city,
State, and Nation, being instrumental in
establishing and building up many organi-
zations and campaign committees through-
out the years to further the cause of Repub-
licanism and good government; and

Whereas Commissioner Corsl has been one
of the outstanding progressive and liberal
Republican leaders of the present genera-
tion, and has helped in furthering legisla-
tion, and taken other actions, both in his
official capacity and as a member of the
party, to advance the social welfare of the
inhabitants of the city, State, and Nation;
and

Whereas the Congress Club has learned
with deep shock of the great injustice that
has come to Commissioner Corsi through the
recent action taken by the Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles, a fellow Republican and
an influential leader in the party, in dis-
missing him from his post as Special Assist-
ant Secretary of State without opportunity
to carry out the humanitarian task assigned
to him; and

Whereas this dismissal by Secretary Dulles
was without just cause and apparently moti-
vated primarily by the actions of a Demo-
cratic Member of Congress who leveled
unjustified and unsubstantiated charges
against Commissioner Corsi; and who did
not afford him an opportunity to be heard in
his own defense of such charges: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Congress Club of Kings
County resents the action of Secretary of
State Dulles as an injustice to Commissioner
Corsi, a loyal, competent, and intelligent
veteran of the public service and Republican
of the highest caliber; and be it further

Resolved, That this dismissal be con-
demned and repudiated by the people of the
city, State, and Nation and by the President
of the United States, the New York State
Republican Committee and the National
Republican Committee; and be it further

Resolved, That the President of the
United States and the leaders of the Repub-
lican Party take appropriate steps to correct



1955

this deplorable actlon which is both detri-
mental to the Republican Party, the Nation,
and an affront to the basic standards of
human decency; and be it further

Resolved, That such action be taken as
necessary to prevent any similar unfortu-
nate future occurrence in the best interest
of the country and the party.

Mr. LANGER. I wish particularly to
invite the attention of Senators to the
last four paragraphs of the resolution:

Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Congress Club of Eings
County resents the action of Secretary of
State Dulles as an Injustice to Commissioner
Corsi, a loyal, competent, and intelligent
veteran of the public service and Republican
of the highest calibre; and be it further

Resolved, That this dismissal be con-
demned and repudiated by the people of
the city, State, and Nation, and by the Pres-
ident of the United States, the New York
State Republican Committee and the Na-
tional Republican Committee; and be it fur-
ther

Resolved, That the President of the United
States and the leaders of the Republican
Party take appropriate steps to correct this
deplorable action which is both detrimental
to the Republican Party, the Nation, and an
affront to the basic standards of human
decency; and be it further

Resolved, That such action be taken as
necessary to prevent any similar unfortu-
nate future occurrence in the best interest
of the country and the party.

I was asked to present this resolution
by the Republicans of Brooklyn, N. ¥.
I am well acquainted with the Republi-
can leaders in Brooklyn, although I have
not seen them for some years. I submit
the resolution entirely without prejudice.
I promised to submit it, and I therefore
send it to the desk.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. KILGORE, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

S.26. A bill for the relief of Donald Hector
Taylor (Rept. No, 140);

8.20. A bill for the relief of Rica, Lucy,
and Salomon Breger (Rept. No, 141);

8.42. A bill for the relief of Selma Rivlin
(Rept. No. 143);

8.71. A bill for the relief of Ursula Else
Boysen (Rept. No, 144);

8. B9. A bill for the relief of Margaret Isa-
bel Byers (Rept. No. 145);

8.90. A bill for the relief of Nejibe El-
Bousse Slyman (Rept. No. 146);

B.91. A bill for the relief of Luzia Cox
(Rept, No. 147);
©  B8.93. A bill for the relief of Ahti Johannes
Ruuskanen (Rept. No. 148);

5.94. A bill for the relief of Esther Cor-
nelius, Arthur Alexander Cornelius, and
Frank Thomas Cornelius (Rept. No. 149);

5.95. A bill for the relief of Peter Charles
Bethel (Peter Charles Peters) (Rept. No.
150) ;

S5.90. A bill for the relief of Xanthi
Georges Kimporozou (Rept. No. 151);

5.100. A bill for the relief of Hermine
Lorenz (Rept. No. 152);

5.118. A bill for the relief of Leon J, de
Szethofer and Blanche Hrdinova de Szetho-
fer (Rept. No. 153);

S.119. A bill for the relief of David Wei-
Dao Lea and Julia An-Fong Wang Lea (Rept,
No. 1564);

S.120. A bill for the relief of Vasilios De=
metriou Kretsos and his wife, Chryssa Tho-
maidou Kretsos (Rept. No. 155);
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5.121. A bill for the relief of Sultana Coka
Pavlovitch (Rept. No. 156);

8.130. A bill for the rellef of Antonin
Volejnicek (Rept. No. 157);

8.162. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Ribeiro (Rept. No. 158);

5.192. A bill for the rellef of Borys Nau-
menko (Rept. No. 159);

5. 193. A bill for the relief of Louise Russu
Sozanski (Rept. No. 160);

S.196. A bill for the relief of Olivia M.
Orcuich (Rept. No. 161);

5. 234. A bill for the relief of Rev. Lorenzo
Rodriguez Blanco and Rev. Alejandro Ne-
gredo Lazaro (Rept. No. 162);

5.238. A bill for the rellef of Andreas
Georges Vlastos (Andreas Georges Vlasto)
(Rept. No. 163);

S.283. A bill for the relief of Andrew Wol-
finger (Rept. No. 164);

5.320. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Diana
Cohen and Jacqueline Patricia Cohen (Rept.
No. 165);

5.321. A bill for the relief of Anni Mar-
Jatta Makela and son, Markku Paivio Makela
(Rept. No. 166);

5.322. A bill for the rellef of Malbina
Rouphael David (nee Gebrael) (Rept. No.
167);

S.341. A bill for the rellef of Vittoria Al-
berghetti, Daniele Alberghetti, Anna Maria
Alberghettl, Carla Alberghetti, and Paoclo
Alberghetti (Rept. No. 168);

5.353. A bill for the relief of Arthur Sroka
(Rept. No. 169);

5.397. A bill for the relief of Maria Ber-
tagnolll Pancherl (Rept. No. 170);

5.439. A bill for the rellef of Lucy Per-
sonius (Rept. No. 171);

5.449. A bill for the relief of George Pan-
telas (Rept. No. 172);

5.467. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Luciano
A. Legiardi-Laura (Rept. No. 173);

5.473. A bill for the relief of Urho Paavo
Patokoski and his family (Rept. No. 174);

8. 570. A bill for the relief of James Ji-
Tsung Woo, Margie Wanchung Woo, Daniel
Du-Ning Woo, and Robert Du-An Woo (Rept.
No. 175);

3.574. A bill for the relief of Martin P.
Pavlov (Rept. No. 176);

S.587. A bill for the relief of Hildegarde
Hiller (Rept. No. 177);

5. 604. A bill for the relief of Alick Bhark
(Rept. No. 178);

5. 633. A bill for the relief of certain alien
sheepherders (Rept. No. 179);

5.644. A bill for the rellef of BSandy
Michael John Philp (Rept. No. 180);

8.650. A bill for the relief of Antonios
Vasillos Zarkadis (Rept. No. 181);

5. 676. A bill for the relief of Robert A.
Borromeo (Rept. No. 182);

8.707. A bill for the relief of Christos Paul
Zolotas (Rept. No. 183);

8.713. A bill for the relief of Romana
Michelina Serenl (Rept. No. 184);

8. 7T14. A bill for the relief of Alfic Fer-
rara (Rept. No. 185);

5. 760. A bill for the rellef of Pletro Me-
duri (Rept. No. 186);

S.827. A bill for the relief of Mojsze Hil-
deshaim and Ita Hildeshaim (Rept. No.
187);

8. 867. A bill for the relief of Jacob Gryn-
berg (Rept. No. 188);

S.802. A bill for the relief of Jose Perez
Gomez (Rept. No. 189);

S.1014. A bill for the relief of Henry Dun-
can (Rept. No. 180);

S.1044. A bill for the rellef of Edward
Naarits (Rept. No. 181);

S.1180. A bill for the relief of Blanca Ibar-
ra and Dolores Ibarra (Rept. No. 192);

S.1197. A bill for the relief of Blavoljub
Djurovic and Goran Djurovic (Rept. No.
193);

S.1350. A bill for the rellef of Guiseppi
Castrogiovanni and his wife and child
(Rept. No. 194); and
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S.1367. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Jacoe (Rept. No. 195).

By Mr. KILGORE, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment:

5.36. A bill for the rellef of Lupe M. Gon-
zalez (Rept. No. 196);

5.191. A bill for the rellef of Liselotte
Warmbrand (Rept. No. 197);

5.236. A bill for the relief of Johanna
Schmid (Rept. No. 198);

8. 407. A bill for the relief of Helen Zaf-
red Urbanic (Rept. No. 199);

5.504. A bill for the relief of Priska Anne
Eary (Rept. No. 200);

8.758. A bill for the relief of Marion S.
Quirk (Rept. No. 201);

S.844, A bill for the relief of Zev Cohen
(Zev Machtanl) (Rept. No. 202); and

5.974. A bill for the relief of Casimero
Rivera Gutierrez, Teresa Gutierrez, Susana
Rivera Gutierrez, Martha Aguilera Gutier-
rez, and Armando Casimero Gutierrez (Rept.
No. 203).

By Mr. EILGORE, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

S.68. A bill for the relief of Evantiyi Yor=-
gladis; with amendments (Rept. No. 204).

By Mr. DANIEL, from the Committee on
the Judiclary, without amendment:

5. J. Res. 58. Joint resolution to designate
the first day of May 1955 as Loyalty Day
(Rept. No. 139).

OFFICE BUILDING FOR ATOMIC
ENERGY COMMISSION IN OR NEAR
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (8.
REPT. NO. 142)

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, from
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
I report favorably an original bill (S.
1722) to authorize the Atomic Energy
Commission to construct a modern office
building in or near the District of Co-
lumbia to serve as its principal office,
and I submit a report thereon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received and
the bill will be placed on the calendar.

The bill (8. 1722) to authorize the
Atomic Energy Commission to construct
a modern office building in or near the
District of Columbia to serve as its prin-
cipal office, reported by Mr. ANDERSON,
from the Joint Committee on Atomie
Energy, was read twice by its title, and
placed on the calendar.

FUNDS FOR EXAMINATION AND RE-
VIEW OF ADMINISTRATION OF
PATENT OFFICE—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, reported an orig-
inal resolution (S. Res. 92), which was
placed on the Calendar as follows:

Resolved, That in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gations as authorized by section 134 of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, and
in accordance with its jurisdictions speci-
fled by rule XXV of the Standing Rules of
the Senate insofar as they relate to the
authority of the Committee on the Judi-
clary to conduct a full and complete exam-
ination and review of the administration of
the Patent Office and a complete examina-
tion and review of the statutes relating to
patents, trademarks, and copyrights, the
Committee on the Judiciary, or any sub=
committee thereof, is authorized from May
1, 1955, through January 31, 1956, (1) to
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make such expenditures as it deems advis-
able; (2) to employ on a temporary basis
guch technical, clerical, and other assistants
and consultants as it deems advisable; and
(3) with the consent of the heads of the
department or agency concerned, to utilize
the reimbursable services, information, fa-
cilities, and personnel of any of the depart-
ments or agencles of the Government,

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee
under this resolution, which shall not ex-
ceed $50,000, shall be pald from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate by vouchers ap-
proved by the chairman of the committee,

SEc. 3. This resolution shall be effective
as of May 1, 1955.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
A COMMITTEE

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. KILGORE, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

Gerald R. Corbett, of Hawalil, to be sixth
judge of the first circuit, circuit courts, Ter-
ritory of Hawall; and

Warren L. Jones, of Florida, to be United
States circuit judge, fifth circuit, vice Louile
W. Strum, deceased.

BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were infro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. McNAMARA:

8. 1697, A bill to express the appreciation
of the people of the United States to Dr.
Jonas E. Salk, discoverer of polio vaccine,
and to honor Dr. Salk by awarding him a
gratuity of $10,000 a year for life; and

8.1608. A bill for tha relief of Dimitrios
Takis Yuanidis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. McNamara when
he introduced the first above-mentioned bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. THYE:

S.1699. A bill for the relief of Albert Wool-
son; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. THYE when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. FLANDERS:

8.1700. A bill to increase the monthly
rates of pension payable to widows and for-
mer widows of deceased veterans of the
Spanish-American War, including the Boxer
Rebellion and the Philippine Insurrection;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

8.1701. A bill for the relief of Hildegard

Silvonen; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CARLSON:

8.1702. A bill to amend section 1721, title
18, United States Code, relating to the sale
or pledge of postage stamps;

S, 1703. A bill to amend the act of August
1, 1947 (ch. 433, 61 Stat. 715), as amended,
to increase the number of professional and
scientific positions authorized for the De-
partment of Defense;, and

S.1704. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a special postage stamp in commemora-
tion of the establishment of the Command
and General Staff College at Fort Leaven-
worth, Kans.; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL
EENNEDY) :

8.1705. A bill for the relief of George Paul
Ehouri; and

5.1706. A bill for the relief of Spyridon
Baintoufis and his wife Efrossini Saintoufis;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(for Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

By Mr. DIRESEN (by request):

8. 1707. A bill for the relief of Vasil Theo-
dosovitch Stepanchuk; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. EASTLAND:

S5.1708. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Ernest M. Kersh; and

S. 1709. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Eugenia
8. Prims; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BENNETT:

8.1710. A blll providing for the designa-
tion of a highway between Echo Junction,
Utah, and Ogden, Utah, as a part of the
national system of interstate highways; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. CLEMENTS:

S.1711. A bill to grant career appoint-
ments to certain employees in positions un-
der temporary or indefinite appointments; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota (for
himself and Mr. MunpT) :

8.1712. A bill to provide for the acquisi-
tion of lands by the United States required
for the reservoir created by the construc-
tion of Oahe Dam on the Missouri River and
for rehabilitation of the Indians of the
Standing Rock Sioux Reservation in South
Dakota and North Dakota, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself, Mr.
BARRETT, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. WATKINS,
and Mr. AIKEN) :

S. 1713. A bill to amend the act of July 31,
1947 (61 Stat. 681), and the mining laws to
provide for multiple use of the surface of the
same tracts of the public lands, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. THYE:

5.1714. A bill to define “wheat unfit for
human econsumption” for the purposes of
section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1933; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. THYE when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. ELLENDER (for himself and
Mr. LoNG) :

S.1715. A bill to authorize the revestment
of certain interests in land at the United
States Naval Air Station, Houma, La.; to the
Commitiee on Armed Services.

(See the remarks of Mr, ELLENDER when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. LEHMAN:

S.1716. A bill for the relief of Cheuk Wa
Leung and his wife, Camilla Ying Ling
Leung; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

S.1717. A bill to amend the National Labor
Relations Act and the Labor Management
Relations Act, 1947, with respect to union
welfare funds; to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. HUMPHREY when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine:

S.1718. A bill to provide certain clarify-
ing and technical amendments to the Re-
serve Officers Personnel Act of 1954; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Caro-
lina) :

5.1719. A bill for the rellief of Zanis Rigos;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BYRD:

S.1720. A bill to authorize the conveyance
of certain war housing projects to the county
of Norfolk, Va.; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. IVES:

8.1721. A bill for the rellef of Renate

Dressel; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. ANDERSON:

8.1722. A bill to authorize the Atomic

Energy Commission to construct a modern
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office bullding in or near the District of Co-
lumbia to serve as its principal office.

(See the remarks of Mr. ANDERSON When he
reported the above bill, from the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. MALONE:

5.1723. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of
1930, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. MaronE when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. FOTTER:

5. J. Res. 66. Joint resolution to provide for
the coinage of a medal in recognition of the
distinguished contribution to medicine made
by Dr. Jonas Salk; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. Porrer when he
introduced the above joint resolution, which
appear under a separate heading.)

AWARD TO DR. JONAS E. SALK, DIS-
COVERER OF POLIO VACCINE

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to express the appreciation of the
people of the United States to Dr. Jonas
E. Salk, discoverer of polio vaccine, and
to honor Dr. Salk by awarding him a
gratuity of $10,000 a year for life. I ask
unanimous consent that I may make a
brief statement in connection with the
bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the Senator from Michigan may
proceed.

The bill (S. 1697) to express the ap-
preciation of the people of the United
States to Dr. Jonas E. Salk, discoverer
of polio vaceine, and to honor Dr. Salk
by awarding him a gratuity of $10,000
a year for life, introduced by Mr. Mc-
NaMmarA, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
have asked for the floor today to speak
briefly on a matter which I feel is of
importance to the people of our country.

The people of America and of the
whole world have been told during the
last few days of a tremendous advance
in medicine. The discovery that has
been made ranks in importance with
such milestones in medical history as
the development of the vaccine against
smallpox, Lister’s antiséptic procedure,
the inoculation against diphtheria, insu-
lin, the sulfa drugs, and the antibiotics.

Inasmuch as my own great State of
Michigan and the University of Michigan
made great contributions to this historic
event, I think it fitting that I should
make some remarks about it, and that
I should introduce, for appropriate re-
ferral, a bill to make my remarks
effective.

I am referring to the discovery and
the successful tests of the Salk vaccine
against poliomyelitis. It is the opinion
of the medical profession that this is
one of the great steps forward in man’s
steady march toward victory over dis-
ease and deformity. Polio is a particu-
larly dramatic and frightening malady,
for it strikes almost without warning;
in many instances it kills or cripples,
and its incidence is particularly high
among our children.
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Our own late illustrious President,
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, was a victim
of the disease. Only by indomitable
courage was he able to adjust his life to
its cruel damage.

Now a great scientist has found a way
to prevent the disease on a nationwide
scale. Soon his discovery will be avail-
able not only to the people of America,
but to the people of all the world. This
is far better, it seems to me, than the
atomic bomb, which speaks of destruc-
tion. Here is a profound discovery that
speaks only of healing and of peace. It
is our gift to the world.

But I do not think the American people
would wish to be accused of ingratitude
to the scientist who made this great
discovery. As Dr. Jonas Salk, himself
said on a television program on the
anniversary of Franklin D. Roosevelt's
death, “You can't patent the sun.” And
so Dr. Salk, in the great tradition of the
highest level of ethics of the medical
profession, gains nothing material from
his great discovery. Therefore, I pro-
pose in the bill which I am now intro-
ducing, that Dr. Jonas Salk be given an
award of $10,000 a year throughout his
natural life. This is not to be considered
in the light of a payment for his serv-
ices, but as an award from a grateful
people to a great scientist, so that Dr.
Salk may be removed from the anxieties
and disturbances of seeking a livelihood,
and may be able to continue to devote
his great talents to the service of man-
kind in dignity and in peace.

The manufacture of the Salk vaccine
appears certain to ensure earnings of
many, many millions of dollars to the
pharmaceutical manufacturers who pro-
duce it. It will mean the addition of
important revenue to the Treasury of
the United States through the corpora-
tion income tax. In good conscience, we
can do no less than see that an award
which will give the great discoverer
financial security shall be made.

This bill to give an award to Dr. Salk,
if enacted, will be something new in our
history, or at least so I am told. It seems
to me that our Nation can well afford to
do honor in a practical way to Dr. Salk,
and in so doing to honor all the selfless
scientists and physicians who make great
sacrifices for the well-being of all of us.

ALBERT WOOLSON

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I shall
make a very brief statement in connec-
tion with the introduction of a bill for
the relief of Albert Woolson.

Albert Woolson, the last surviving
Union veteran of the Civil War, who
celebrated on February 11 his 108th
birthday, has incurred considerable per-
sonal expenses in connection with his
recent hospitalization. Mr. Woolson,
unfortunately, has now been compelled
to return to the hospital, which will in-
volve additional personal expenses for
his care.

As soon as I learned that Mr. Wool-
son, a Union Army veteran, one of the
oldest citizens of our Naftion, was not
qualified to receive outpatient care from
the Veterans’ Administration or any
assistance from the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, I proceeded to obtain all of the
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iietaﬂs concerning Mr. Woolson’s prob-
em.

Mr. Woolson is the embodiment of
those elements in our national character
which are responsible for the greatness
of our Nation. He is the remaining par-
ticipant on the Union side in one of the
most important events in our Nation’s
history. I feel that in recognition of
the unique position in which he resides
at this time, the American people would
wish to assist in the financial difficulties
confronting Mr. Woolson as a result of
his illness and hospitalization. The bill
I am introducing will authorize the pay-
ment by the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs of the hospital and medical-care
expenses incurred by Mr. Woolson, as a
result of his illness.

Mr. President, this veteran does not
come under the act providing for out-
patient medical care. Therefore, I am
introducing this bill, for which I request
appropriate reference.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 1699) for the relief of
Albert Woolson, introduced by Mr. THYE,
was received, read twice by its title, and
r;zferred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

DEFINITION OF WHEAT UNFIT FOR
HUMAN CONSUMPTION

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to define wheat unfit for human con-
suption for the purposes of section 22
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1933. I ask unanimous consent that a
memorandum prepared for me by Har-
ker T. Stanton, counsel of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
pertaining to the bill, may be printed in
the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the memorandum will be printed
in the REcoRrD.

The bill (8. 1714) to define wheat un-
fit for human consumption for the pur-
poses of section 22 of the Agriculfural
Adjustment Act of 1933, introduced by
Mr. THYE, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

The memorandum presented by Mr.
THYE is as follows:

MEMORANDUM

This responds further to your request for
legislative suggestions arising from the com-
mittee’s hearings on the importation of
wheat classified as wafit for human consump-
tion.

Attached are (1) the letter of June 24,
1954, from the Acting Secretary of the Treas-
ury to the chairman of the committee; (2)
the draft bill referred to in the Acting Secre-
tary’s letter; and (3) a redraft of this bill pre-
pared for introduction should you desire to
use it.

The redraft does not differ in substance
from the draft submitted by the Acting
Secretary and its purpose is to clarify cer-
tain provisions, particularly with respect to
the application of existing reciprocal trade
agreements and the existing proclamation
under section 22 of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act. An additional consideration in
preparing the redraft has been to create the
possibility that it might be referred to this
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committee for which it was prepared and
which has shown so much interest in the
problem. However, since it affects customs
as well as agricultural laws, it should, under
the Constitution, originate in the House.

I have spoken to Mr. Higman of the Cus-
toms Bureau about this several times within
the last few days. He advised that their
present regulation appears to be working
satisfactorily. This legislation may there-
fore not be needed, but I thought you would
probably like to consider it as it was pre-
pared at the committee’s request. If you
should decide to Introduce this, you might
want to conslder whether other members of
the committee might be interested in join-
ing with you.

Respectfully,
Harger T. STANTON,
Counsel,
MarcH 31, 1955.

REVESTMENT OF CERTAIN INTER-
ESTS IN LAND AT UNITED STATES
NAVAL AIR STATION, HOUMA, LA.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and my colleague, the
junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Loneg]1, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to authorize the revestment
of certain interests in land at the United
States Naval Air Station, Houma, La. I
ask unanimous consent that a joint
statement, prepared by me and my col-
league, regarding the bill, be printed in
the RECORD,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Cor-
TON in the chair). The bill will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred; and,
without objection, the joint statement
will be printed in the REcorp.

The bill (S. 1715) to authorize the re-
vestment of certain interests in land at
the United States Naval Air Station,
Houma, La., introduced by Mr. ELLENDER
(for himself and Mr. LoNG), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

The joint statement presented by Mr.
ErLLENDER is as follows:

JOINT STATEMENT OF SENATORS ELLENDER AND
Lone

We are introducing legislation to revest in
certain Individuals, the town of Houma, La,,
and the Parish of Terrebonne the mineral
and royalty interests underlying lands for-
merly belonging to them and now compris=
ing the United States Naval Alr Station at
Houma, La.

In 1943 the Navy filed condemnation pro-
ceedings to acquire 1,700 acres of land upon
which to establish a lighter-than-air station
near Houma. Some 640 acres of this land be-
longed to South Coast Corp. and the balance
to those on whose behalf this bill is being
introduced.

The filing of the 1943 condemnation suit
constituted a taking of the title of the lands
involved; the only issue left open was the
fixing of just compensation, as required by
the Constitution. As a matter of practice,
the price to be pald could have been left to
a jury or negotiated by agreement. The
Government and the landowners decided to
negotiate.

Southwest Loulsiana Is rich in natural re-
sources; the oil and gas potential in that
area is common knowledge, and was such in
1943. The question of reservation of mineral
rights is, and for some time has been, the
subject of specific discussion in connection
with practically every land transaction in
this area. This is particularly true in Terre=
bonne Parish. As a matter of fact, the prop-
erty of one of the landowners in this in-
stance was under ol lease prior to and up to
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the time of the condemnation proceeding,
and as early as 1936 some of the parties had
sold royalty interests from about 400 acres
of the land in question. Accordingly, during
the 1943 negotiations, the landowners re-
peatedly told the Navy representatives that
they desired to retain their mineral rights.
Some of them made the request in writing.
All of them were informed that the Navy in-
sisted on the mineral rights because the
Navy demanded a full and complete title.
Open meetings were held and similar repre-
sentations were publicly made to the land-
owners and others by representatives of the
Navy.

It must be remembered that the war was
on. Houma is only a short distance from
the Gulf of Mexico, where the submarine
menace was very great. As patriotic Amer-
jean citizens and in order to facilitate the
war effort through the rapid installation of
the base near Houma, these landowners did
not insist on their demands that they be
permitted to retain their mineral rights, be-
lieving, as they had been told by the Navy
representatives, that such rights were need-
ed and that their acquisition was required
under existing Navy policy. They assumed,
as they had a right to assume in view of
the declared policy of the Navy, that all
landowners were being treated alike with
respect to their mineral rights.

Only last year, however, these landowners
learned that their Government had broken
faith with them. They discovered in 1954
that about a year after construction of the
base began, the Government revested or re-
turned to one landowner, the South Coast
Corp., all mineral rights under 640 acres of
the property of that corporation which had
been taken in the very same condemnation
suit, involving a total of 1,700 acres. More-
over, the South Coast Corp. recelved an
average compensation of $120 per acre, while
the other landowners, whose land was gen-
erally of equal value, received an average of
$99 per acre.

Mr. Harvey W. Hillyard, who was officer
in charge of construction of the base, has
this to say concerning the unequal treatment
of the landowners:

“I am at a loss to explain the apparent
discrimination since my firm impression dur-
ing my duty period in Houmsa was that the
Navy desired a policy of falrness and equal-
ity of treatment to all of the landowners,
I attempted to reflect this general attitude
and policy in my personal relations with
them. The failure to return mineral rights
to all owners alike is, in my opinion, an
inequitable situation which should be rem-
edied if at all possible. I personally recall
the full cooperation these people gave me
as an individual and as a representative of
the Navy, and I am embarrassed that the
confidence they undoubtedly placed in my
personal and official assurances of just and
equitable treatment has been compromised.”

Equality of treatment of citizens by the
sovereign is a fundamental principle of our
democratic form of government. Whatever
the explanation, the bald fact is that the
landowners in whose behalf the bills are
introduced received an average of $99 per
acre for their surface rights, and the South
Coast Corp., for the surface rights of exactly
similar land, received $120 per acre. These
landowners, without being paid any com-
pensation therefor, lost their mineral rights,
whereas those of the South Coast Corp. were
revested in that corporation. The purpose
of these bills is to right this wrong.

In this connection, it should be noted
that Senator Lowg introduced a bill on Jan-
uary 26 which would prevent similar sit-
uations arising in the future. His bill, S. 748,
provides that the United States shall not
acquire any mineral rights or interest in
land acquired for public purposes, unless (a)
the acquisition of such mineral interest is
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nece to serve the purpose for which
the land is being acquired; (b) the national
security requires that the United States
own all right, title, and interest, including
mineral interest, in and to the land being
acquired; or (c¢) the use to which the United
States intends to put such land renders im-
practical its development for mineral pur-

poses.

Unfortunately the legislation proposed by
Senator LonG could only apply to instances
arising in the future, but it is entirely con-
sistent with the circumstances which jus-
tify relief in connection with the specific
private bill offered.

UNION HEALTH AND WELFARE
FUNDS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
introduce for appropriate reference
a bill designed to modernize and
strengthen our laws with respect to
union health and welfare funds.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
speak on it in excess of the 2 minutes
allowed under the order which has been
entered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the Senator from Minnesota
may proceed.

The bill (S. 1717) to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act and the La-
bor Management Relations Act, 1947,
with respect to union welfare funds, in-
troduced by Mr. HUMPHREY, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, one
of the really great advances which
collective bargaining has made in re-
cent years has been the development
of health and welfare fund provisions
in union-management agreements. Al-
though these provisions are widespread,
I think it is fair to say that unions and
management are still experimenting
with the kinds of provisions that offer
the best protection for the lowest cost.

Abuses have crept into the adminis-
tration of these programs. These abuses
have taken the form of shady or un-
ethical practices engaged in by a few
insurance company officials, brokers,
union officers, and employers. In terms
of the magnitude of the health and wel-
fare schemes, these alleged shady or un-
ethical practices have been limited to a
relatively few situations. This fact,
however, must not blind us to the need
for dealing with the problem in a con-
structive way.

The bill has as its objective the ad-
visability of making all financial affairs
and transactions of these funds public
knowledge.

I introduced a similar bill in the 83d
Congress. As we all know, hearings are
under way in the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, in which the so-
called health and welfare activities of
union management agreements are being
investigated.

We have learned through experience
that disclosure is one of the most effec-
tive weapons against dishonesty and cor-
ruption. My bill, therefore, requests that
the following information with regard to
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union health and welfare funds must be
made public every year:

First. The assets and liabilities of any
trust fund established as a union health
and welfare fund.

Second. Payments made into such
fund and the sources of such payments.

Third. Disbursements made from such
fund during such year for payment of
benefits or for other purposes, including
salaries and other expenses of adminis-
tering such fund.

Fourth. A list of any investments made
by the fund.

Fifth. The amounts paid to officers,
employees, or agents of the fund as com-
missions, fees, gratuities, or otherwise, by
any insurance company doing business
with the fund, or by an officer, employee,
or agent of such insurance company.

My bill also would provide standards
for investing moneys from union health
and welfare funds on a par with stand-
ards established by State laws for in-
surance companies. This means that no
moneys may be invested unless the laws
of the State in which the principal office
of the union fund is located allow insur-
ance companies to invest in those same
securities or investments.

The safeguarding of the financial in-
tegrity of union health and welfare
funds, and/or employer health and wel-
fare funds, must, of course, in the final
analysis rest on the States. Neverthe-
less, there is an important area for the
Federal Government activity in this
field. It is to help the Federal Govern-
ment live up to its responsibilities that I
introduce this proposed legislation.

I do not pretend to be an expert in
this highly complex subject, but my ex-
perience during the 82d Congress as
chairman of the Senate Subcommittee
on Labor and Labor-Management Rela-
tions leads me to suggest that the follow-
ing factors be taken into account in any
kind of public policy which we develop:

First. We ought to be concerned with
the malpractices and not with casting a
rigid mold to which all plans would have
to adhere. We should allow flexibility
and experimentation in collective bar-
gaining.

Second. We ought to explore the ex-
tent to which malpractices are illegal
under existing State statutes and to see
that these statutes are enforced to the
hilt.

Third. We ought to be certain that we
do not subject collectively bargained
health and welfare programs, operating
on an interstate basis, to a crazy quilt of
conflicting State legislation.

It is my hope, therefore, that the Con-
gress will proceed with intelligence and
calm reason based on experience to for-
mulate legislation affecting the health
and welfare funds which are established
as a result of collective bargaining.
There is no room for rancor and vindic-
tiveness in considering this very compli-
cated fiduciary relationship area. I
stand ready to join with my colleagues
in giving this very serious question care-
ful study and consideration.

The Senate is indeed fortunate to have
an energetic subcommittee of the Senate
Labor and Public Welfare Committee
now studying the overall problem of
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union health and welfare funds. In the
last Congress that subcommittee which
was under the Chairmanship of the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from New
York [Mr. Ives] and the subcommittee is
now being chaired by the learned and
able senior Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doucras]. This leadership insures a
thorough and equitable study which will
provide the basis for intelligent, states=
manlike legislative action.

I am delighted that both the A. F. of L.
and the CIO are themselves devoting
their energies so as to help the Congress
arrive at a sensible solution to the prob-
lem. They are certainly working ener-
getically to resolve the problem through
self-discipline, and I commend them for
that action.

I introduce the bill in the hope that it
will provide a central point or a set of
standards around which the subcommit-
tee can conduct its investigations and
hearings, My bill applies not only to
funds which are administered by union
officials, but also to funds which are ad-
ministered exclusively by employers
when those funds have been established
in collective bargaining agreements,

MEDAL IN RECOGNITION OF DR.
JONAS SALK DISCOVERER OF
POLIO VACCINE

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, the en-
tire country has honored and paid hom-
age to Dr. Jonas Salk for his antipolio
vaccine. We of Michigan are particu-
larly proud because the final phases of
his great work were conducted at
the University of Michigan. Therefore,
in recognition of this notable achieve-
ment, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a joint resolution to provide for
the coinage of a medal in recognition of
the distinguished contribution to medi-
cine made by Dr. Jonas Salk,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 66) to
provide for the coinage of a medal in
recognition of the distinguished contri-
bution to medicine made by Dr. Jonas
Salk, introduced by Mr. POTTER, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

STUDY OF EXTENT TO WHICH OFFI-
CERS OF ANTICRIME CIVIC OR-
GANIZATIONS MAY BE REQUIRED
TO DIVULGE CONFIDENTIAL
SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Mr. KEFAUVER submitted the follow-
ing resolution (S. Res. 91); which was
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary:

Whereas there are now in active operation
throughout the Nation about 25 privately
financed and operated anticrime civic or-
ganizations, devoted to the gathering of in-
formation, statistics, data, and evidence re-
lating to law enforcement; and to reporting
to the public and appropriate public officials
any indications of lax or inefficient law en-
forcement; and

Whereas these anticrime elvic organiza-
tions are generally composed of responsibie
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and reputable citizens motivated by patriotie
efforts in behalf of clean government and
civic decency, who voluntarily dedicate their
time and money to this commendable public
cause, and who usually employ capable and
well-qualified directors of investigations who
are often former FBI agents; and

Whereas these anticrime civic organiza-
tions are endeavoring on their own volition
and resources to further the objectives out-
lined and recommended in the 1951 Senate
Crime Investigation Committee report for
citizen participation in, and public insist-
ence for, high standards of community law
enforcement: and

Whereas the national public interest and
welfare critically require the continuing and
active support of all respectable and law-
abiding citizens throughout the Nation, if
the rising menace of crime iz to be sup-
pressed and kept under control: Now, there-
fore, be It

Resolved, That the Federal Government
should encourage, and ald by all reasonable
and proper means, the continued active coop-
eration of citizens and functioning of civie
anticrime committees; and be it further

Resolved, That the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, or an appropriate subcommittee
thereof, is hereby directed to conduct an
immediate study and report promptly to the
Senate body as to the extent to which the
officers and directors of such anticrime civie
organizations should or should not be re-
quired to divulge confidential sources of in-
formation, except in cases involving treason,
where such confidential Information was ob=-
tained by agreement that its source would be
kept confidential, but wherein the substance
of such information has been duly reported
to an appropriate public official.

DISCOVERY, DEVELOPMENT, AND
PRODUCTION OF MANGANESE-
BEARING ORES AND CONCEN-
TRATES—AMENDMENTS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
submit, for appropriate reference,
amendments, intended to be proposed by
me to the bill (S. 920) to encourage the
discovery, development, and production
of manganese-bearing ores and concen-
trates in the United States. The amend-
ment would authorize the extension of
our Government’s manganese purchase
program to the Minnesota Cuyuna
Range.

There is a national self-interest in de-
veloping practical and economical proc-
esses of concentrating manganese ore
from the very large low-grade deposits
which can be found in the Minnesota
Cuyuna Range. Nothing could be more
important for the security of the United
States than to develop a self-supporting
process of beneficiating low-grade man-
ganiferous ores. The evidence is clear
from all the Government agencies who
have studied the problem that the sup-
ply of manganese in the United States is
limited, and that it is all-important to
make our country as independent as pos-
sible of foreign-produced manganese
and the hazards which attend such im-
ports at times of national emergency.

Our Government has recognized this
problem and in fact through its loan
program helped to establish a manga-
nese pilot plant at Ironton, Minn. This
pilot plant has demonstrated the eco-
nomic feasibility of beneficiating low-
grade ore to usable products.
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8. 920, which is now before the Senate
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs was introduced on the assumption
that our national security demands a
continuation of the manganese stockpile
program. Based on that assumption, it
appears clear to me that a depot should
be established at Ironton or Crosby,
Minn., so that we may as a nation make
use of the low-grade ore to be found in
the Cuyuna Range in northern Minne-
sota. It is estimated that anywhere
from 150,000 to 200,000 tons of ore per
year could be made available from
northern Minnesota if a purchase depot
could be established in that area to en-
courage operators to open manganese
d;elposits and produce the units for stock-
pile.

It is with that purpose in mind that
my amendment is submitted.

Later, Mr. President, I shall testify be-
fore the committee concerning the
amendments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendments will be received,
printed, and referred to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

EXTENSION OF TRADE AGREE-
MENTS ACT—AMENDMENT

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sub-
mit, for appropriate reference, an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
me to the bill (H. R. 1) to extend the
authority of the President to enter into
trade agreements under section 350 of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and
for other purposes. I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was received, referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance, ordered to be printed,
and to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

At the end of the bill:

“Sec. (a) Paragraph 412 of the Tariff Act
of 1930 is hereby amended by inserting be-
fore ‘wood flour' the following: ‘hardboard,
whether or not provided for elsewhere in this
act, and whether or not cut, stamped, or
shaped for boxes or other articles, 3315 per-
cent ad valorem.’

“(b) For the purposes of section 350 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, the rate of
duty existing on January 1, 1945, for hard-
board provided for in paragraph 412 of such
act, as amended by subsection (a) of this
section, shall be deemed to have been 3315
percent ad valorem: Provided, however, That
so long as any foreign trade agreement that
shall have heretofore been entered into pur-
suant to section 350 of the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended, and any amendments
thereto, that is applicable “to manufactures
of wood or bark, or of which wood or bark
is the component material of chief value, not
specially provided for” in paragraph 412 of
the Tariff Act of 1930 that are not specifically
described in said foreign trade agreement,
shall remain in force and effect, the rate of
duty for hardboard provided for in para-
graph 412 of such act, as amended by sub-
section (a) of this section, shall be 1624
percent ad valorem, with like effect as though
that rate had been included in sald foreign
trade agreement, excepting that sald rate
shall be subject to being increased or de-
creased hereafter by foreign trade agree-
ments entered into pursuant to amendments
to said section 350 of the Tarlff Act of 1930,
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as amended, or other statutes that shall au-
thorize the President to proclaim modifica-
tions of existing duties and other import re-
strictions, or additional import restrictions,
or the continuance for minimum periods of
existing customs or excise treatment of any
article. Such hardboard, when the product
of any nation or area designated by the
President pursuant to section 5 of the Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1951, shall be
subject to a duty of 3315 percent ad valorem.

“(e) The amendment made by this sec=
tion shall be effective with respect to hard-
board, whether or not provided for else-
where in the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended,
and whether or not cut, stamped, or shaped
for boxes or other articles, entered or with-
drawn from warehouse, for consumption on
and after the 30th day following the date
of enactment of this act.”

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

By Mr. ENOWLAND:

Address delivered by him before the Indi-
ana Republican Editorial Association, at
Indianapolis, Ind., on April 16, 1955.

By Mr. GOLDWATER:

Address delivered by him before Society of
Business Magazine Editors, in Washington,
D. C., on April T, 1955.

By Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania:

Addresses delivered before annual meeting
of the Pennsylvania Manufacturers’ Associa-
tion by Senators Durr and Dirsewn; and
Representatives RicHArRp M. SimpsonN, of
Pennsylvania, and CmARLES A. HALLECK, of
Indiana; also an address delivered by him-
self upon the same occasion.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

A report to the citizens of New York broad-
cast by him on April 17, 1955.

Address delivered by Senator McNAMARA
on the State of Israel bond drive, delivered
at San Francisco, Calif., on April 2, 1955.

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION
OF JOHN T. WILLIAMS TO BE
UNITED STATES MARSHAL, WEST-
ERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE

Mr. EILGORE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary,
notice is hereby given to all persons in-
terested in the nomination of John T.
Williams, of Tennessee, to be TUnited
States marshal for the western district
of Tennessee for 4-year term, vice Wil-
liam Ernest Smith, resigned, to file with
the committee in writing on or before
Monday, April 25, 1955, any representa-
tions or objections they may wish to pre-
sent concerning this nomination, with a
further statement whether it is their in-
tention to appear at any hearing which
may be scheduled.

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION
OF BENJAMIN M. TASHIRO TO BE
JUDGE OF THE FIFTH CIRCUIT,
CIRCUIT COURTS, TERRITORY OF
HAWAIL

Mr. EILGORE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary,
notice is hereby given to all persons in-
terested in the nomination of Benjamin
M. Tashiro, of Hawaii, to be judge of the
Fifth Circuit, Circuit Courts, Territory
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of Hawalii, for the term of 4 years, vice
Philip L. Rice, elevated, to file with the
committee in writing on or before Mon-
day, April 25, 1955, any representations
or objections they may wish to present
concerning this nomination, with a fur-
ther statement whether it is their inten-
tion to appear at any hearing which may
be scheduled.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON SENATE
JOINT RESOLUTION 1, PROPOSING
AN AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTI-
TUTION RELATING TO THE LEGAL
EFFECT OF CERTAIN TREATIES
AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL
AGREEMENTS

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Subcommittee on Consti-
tutional Amendments of the Committee
on the Judiciary, I desire to give notice
that a public hearing has been scheduled
for Wednesday, April 27, 1955, at 10
a. m., in room 424, Senate Office Build-
ing, on Senate Joint Resolution 1, pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States, relating to the
legal effect of certain treaties and other
international agreements. Persons de-
siring to be heard should notify the com-
mittee by Monday, April 25, 1955, so that
a schedule can be prepared for those who
wish to appear and testify. The sub-
committee consists of myself, chairman;
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN-
NinGs]; the Senator from Texas [Mr.
DawieL]; the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Lancer]; and the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

MARKETING QUOTA FOR DOMESTIC
BEET AND MAINLAND CANE
SUGAR—LETTERS FROM GOVER-
NOR FREEMAN, OF MINNESOTA

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp a letter I re-
ceived today from Gov. Orville L. Free-
man, of Minnesota, together with a let-
ter the Governor wrote to the President.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

St. PAauL, MINN., April 1, 1955.
The Honorable HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
Senator from Minnesota,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEwaTOoR: As Governor of Minnesota
I want to commend your efforts in behalf of
our domestic sugar beet producers and add
my support to the appeal of our growers for
an increase in marketing quotas for do-
mestic beet and mainland cane sugar.

For your information, I am enclosing a
copy of a letter I have today sent to Presi-
dent Eisenhower informing him of my con-
cern. I want him to know that Minnesota
solidly backs up the personal presentation
you made to the President in behalf of our
sugar beet industry.

The Minnesota State Federation of Labor
and the St. Paul Chamber of Commerce are
both supporting the request of our Red
River Valley sugar beet producers, presenting
& solid front of farmers, organized labor, and
business interests of our State in behalf of
our domestic sugar industry.

Sincerely yours,
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN,
Governor.
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APRIL 1, 1955,
The Honorable DwicHT D. EISENHOWER,
The President,
The White House,
Washington, D. C.

My DeArR MR. PRESIDENT: Extension of the
Bugar Act with amendments permitting do-
mestic beet and cane growers to share in the
annual increases in consumption of sugar
and also a special marketing allowance for
19556 and 1956 to ald in disposing of surplus
domestic sugar is urgently needed.

I know that the problems of the domestic
sugar industry have been brought to your
attention and are now being studied. I,
therefore, will review only a few facts that
have brought about the present sugar situa-
tion.

When the Sugar Act was amended in 1951
Cuba was granted temporarily a substantial
share of increasing consumption, to enable
her to dispose of surplus sugar resulting
from overproduction following the war pe-
riod. At this time it was pointed out by
representatives of domestic areas that be-
cause of improvement in farming practices
and increase in production per acre that the
time was approaching when consideration
would have to be given to increases in do-
mestic quotas. That time has arrived.

In my State substantial increases in acre-
ages are needed for the Red River Valley and
two smaller areas. Sugar beets is one of our
most needed and dependable rotation crops.
I am therefore deeply concerned by the re-
quirement to reduce acreage in 19556 and
until such time as marketing quotas permit
us to dispose of surplus sugar on hand.

I therefore most respectfully ask you to
glve all possible assistance in bringing about
the prompt extension of the Sugar Act with
an increase in marketing quota beginning
in 1955 for domestic beet and mainland cane
sugar.

Sincerely yours,
ORVILLE L, FREEMAN,
Governor.

MILK FOR MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, for many
years I have been interested in having
made available to the members of our
Armed Forces a maximum quantity of
healthy, nutritious milk. I have pre-
pared a statement on the subject. I ask
unanimous consent to have the state-
ment prepared by me printed in the body
of the REcorp, as well as a copy of a letter
from Mr. Henry A. DuFlon, Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of Defense, addressed
to me.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and the letter were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

For many years I have been interested in
making avallable to the members of our
Armed Forces a maximum amount of healthy,
nutritious milk. This is a part of my overall
effort to make available nature's best product
for the school lunch program, the patients in
our Veterans’ Administration hospitals, and
through every other channel where Uncle
Sam can appropriately take action of making
milk available.

Recently, I brought to the attention of
Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson the im-
portance of having all United States Armed
Forces installations alert to the advisability
of encouraging the installation of automatic
vending machines to dispense milk.

Throughout our country today, wholly
aside from Armed Forces installations, there
are some three-quarters of a million vending
machines dispensing cola and other type bev-
erages, while there are only around 16,000
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machines dispensing milk. Obviously, there-
fore, there is tremendous room for expansion
of milk vending machines, and one area for
doing so is among the Armed Forces.

I was pleased to hear from Mr. Henry A.
DuFlon, Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense that “as a result of (my) inquiry, we
have given additional emphasis to increasing
opportunities for sale of milk in Armed
Forces exchanges."

Sales to members of the Armed Forces con-
stitute, of course, but one of innumerable
phases toward the end of increased dairy con-
sumption, but it is an important phase, and
I am hoping that the Department of Defense
acts comprehensively on it.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D. C.
Hon. ALExanDER WILEY,
United States Senate.

DeAr SEnaTOorR WiLeEy: This is in further
reply to your letter of March 10, 1855, rela-
tive to installation of automatic milk vend-
ing machines in Armed Forces cantonments,

The importance of making milk available
to members of the armed services from the
standpoint of both health and morale is rec-
ognized by the Defense Department. Vend-
ing machines dispensing packaged milk are
authorized for use in Army, Navy, Alr Force,
and Marine Corps exchanges. At the present
time a considerable number of dispensing
machines are in operation on a contract basis.

The placing of milk vending machines on
an installation is accomplished through the
execution of an agreement between the ex-
change and the vending-machine operators.
Such agreements are negotiated and awarded
by the individual installation commander.

Any concern that is interested in install-
ing vending machines dispensing packaged
milk at military installations should contact
the local exchange officer, as the requirement
for this type of machine varies by installa-
tion.

The contents of your letter have been
brought to the attention of appropriate offi-
cials in the services, and information on the
availability of vending machines for the sale
of milk is being sent to all installation com-
manders and exchange officers.

In this connection, it is desired to invite
to your attention that in addition to milk
being used in the commissary departments
of milltary activities, it is sold at exchange
operated cafeterlas, soda fountains, snack
bars, and mobile canteens.

We appreciate this opportunity to forward
this information to you. As a result of your
inquiry, we have given additional emphasis
to increasing opportunities for sale of milk
in Armed Forces exchanges.

Sincerely yours,
HenrY A. DUFLON,
Deputy Assistant Secretary.

FORMOSA AND AMERICAN FOREIGN
POLICY

Mr. WILEY. Mr., President, the
Washington Post and Times Herald of
today carries a significant headline
which reads “Chinese Reds Mass Op-
posite Formosa, Dulles Warns Ike,” and
contains the statement that Secretary
Dulles has flown to inform the President
of the facts. I might say, in view of
those facts, that I was particularly im-
pressed with the statement the Speaker
of the House, Mr. RAYBURN, made a few
evenings ago, parts of which I shall now
read:

I would, therefore, beseech Democrats and
Republicans alike to conduct themselves with
a becoming restraint in all those things that
pertain to war and peace, since they pertain
also to the life and death of all men. Let us
guide our debates with wisdom and inform
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our hearts with righteousness, lest we fall
into shame and so into oblivion.

He said also:

We Democrats have conducted ourselves
with the highest responsibility toward the
President in his direction of the country's
international relations.

I repeat the statement that we should
“guide our debates with wisdom and in-
form our hearts with righteousness” in
this troublesome hour, lest worse things
come upon us.

CONTRIBUTIONS OF BENEFIT TO
ALL. MANKIND

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, with all the disquieting news
of the day, including the threat of shoot-
ing in the Far East, we can all rejoice
over the dramatic announcement, last
week, of the apparent effectiveness of the
antipolio vaccine, discovered by Dr. Salk
and his collaborators. And also there
are rumblings of real advances in the
field of atomic energy for the peaceful
benefit of all mankind.

It is a great regret to me that on the
occasion of the well-deserved dinner last
Saturday in honor of Speaker RAYBURN,
whom we all love and admire, some of
our Democratic brothers should have
used the opportunity to threaten in the
eyes of the world the unity of America
by purely political attacks on our Presi-
dent. What a chance they had to re-
joice with us over these great human
achievements that mean so much to a
suffering and apprehensive world.

Along the line of the antipolio vaccine
discovery, I have had recent contacts
with dedicated men and women who are
working here, and especially abroad, in
the field of new health discoveries. We
are really contributing to the elimination
of such scourges as malaria, the devas-
tating destructiveness of human life and
happiness by “yaws,” and the inevitable
diseases that accompany famine condi-
tions.

I desire to pay a special tribute to a
friend of mine, Dr. R. Townley Paton,
of New York, an eye specialist. In spite
of the overwhelming demand of his pri-
vate practice, he is giving of his time and
energy to help build and support the eye
institutions in Iran and other Middle
East points which promise to save the
children from the dreaded trachoma and
other eye-destroying diseases. I wonder
whether we realize the possible benefits
to the world and to America's place in
the world, if such ambassadors of good-
will could be given support reasonably
commensurate with our military pro-
grams and defense mechanisms, impor-
tant as they are.

And now there comes to our attention
another great work carried on by people
of good will throughout the world. I
refer to the Children’s Fund, originally
inspired by former President Hoover’'s
work for the children of the world, and
now carried on at the U, N. under the
brilliant and inspired lealership of Mr.
Maurice Pate, one of Mr. Hoover’s early
converts.

Mr, President, the April 29 issue of
Collier's magazine, released April 14th,
contains an article entitled “Asia’s Best
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Friend.” It describes the great work of
Spurgeon M. Keeny, known as Sam
Keeny, one of the chief bulwarks of the
work of the United Nations Children's
Fund. He is the director of the Asia Re-
gional Office for the Fund. At one time
Mr. Keeny worked under former Presi-
dent Hoover in the American Relief Ad-
ministration in Russia. He symbolizes
the spirit of the ambassadors of goodwill
about whom I am talking.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the informative and inspiring
article prepared by Mr. Howard Lewis,
for Collier's, be printed in full in the
body of the REcorp, at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

ASIA’S BEST FRIEND

(By Howard Lewis)

Check the guest list of any glittering
international function; ask the doormen out-
side the world's major embassies; eavesdrop
in the cocktall salons of the Mayflower Ho-
tel in Washington or Claridge's in London.
From none of these usually alert sources
of cosmopolitan information will you glean
any recognition of the name of Spurgeon
M. EKeeny—yet a great many people who
should know rate this man as one of the
most successful diplomats of our day and,
among Westerners, the best friend Asia ever
had. These people will also tell you, some-
times with dismay, that Eeeny has achieved
his remarkable success by violating most of
the rules of his subtle trade—that he is
monumentally indifferent to protocol, and
that his tongue is often too sharp for his
own good.

Other Keeny fans contend he cannot prop-
erly be called a diplomat—although he has
frequently conducted intricate separate ne-
gotiations with three governments in 1 week.
Rather, they say, he typifies a totally new
breed of international operator, a breed on
whose shoulders may well rest the future of
the Western World.

Sam EKeeny—only his family Insists on
calling him Spurgeon—is director of the
Asia Regional Office for the United Nations
Children’'s Fund (UNICEF). In that role
he is almost miraculously changing the
lives of uncounted millions of people in the
non-Communist Far East. Under his super-
vision, 2,000,000 children in South Korea
receive a pint and a half of milk every school
day to supplement their almost nonexistent
diet, and the youngsters of 15 other Asian
nations also get milk in some form. Through
5,000 maternal and child-health centers in
his area, Keeny acts as a kind of honorary
midwife at nearly a million births a year.
By the end of 1955, projects spurred by his
intense drive will have brought protection
against malaria to 150 million people, against
TB to 100 million children, against yaws to
47 million persons formerly menaced by that
loathsome skin disease.

These staggering statistics boll down to
this: Keeny and the handful of men with
whom he works are influencing to an in-
credible degree just how many children of
Asia will survive to reach adulthood.

Keeny's attack on yaws is an example of
how he operates. In the files of his head-
quarters at Bangkok, Thailand, are a pair of
photographs marked No. 1077 and No. 1078,
The first takes some strength to look at. It
is a picture of an Indonesian mother holding
her child. The mother’s face is not so fright-
ening; although blotched by constellations of
suppurating sores, the face still shows. The
baby’s face is frightening; running sores hide
its very outlines. Only two pain-filled eyes,
a twisted mouth, and an ear are visible.
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Then, as if the miracle accomplished had
taken merely the time required to flip a
photograph, there is picture No, 1078, show-
ing the same faces a fortnight later. On the
mother's face are still faint color blemishes
where the sores had eroded the skin. But
the baby’s face is smooth and healthy. The
look of pain is gone.

The difference: two shots of penicillin.

Here is how Sam Keeny fits into the story
of the two pictures. When UNICEF first of-
fered its help in Indonesia's yaws-eradication
program, the Indonesian Government agreed
to pay one-third the cost of the pencillin re-
quired; UNICEF paid the rest. After a year,
the Government’s expenditure for the drug
became a part of its regular budget.

But as Eeeny went from one Indonesian
village to another—by puddle-jumper air-
plane, by mule, and often by pulling himself
bodily up the steep slopes of mountains—
the sight of thousands of disfigured children
preyed increasingly on him. The penicillin
had proved itself; why not expand the pro-
gram until the entire nation had been freed
from this terrible canker?

He flew back to Government headquarters
in Jakarta to argue his point. The min-
ister of health smiled wanly. Like most
Asians, he did not have to be told of the
exlstence of misery, but he also knew that
his new government could grant him no more
money.

“Would you approve expansion,” Keeny
asgked, “if 1t didn't cost you a single rupiah?”

“Of course!”

“All right. UNICEF will pay for all the
penicillin if you will spend your share in
hiring more nurses to visit the villages.”

ENOUGH PENICILLIN FOR YAW VICTIMS

Keeny was playing a hunch, and it worked.
During the 2 years it took Indonesia to hire
and train 400 additional nurses, mass-pro-
duction methods brought down the price of
peniecillin. It dropped so low that UNICEF
was able to furnish all the drug needed
without spending an extra cent. Yaws cures
shot up from 33,700 in 1850 to more than
1 million in 1854.

Keeny was taking one of the chances for
which he is celebrated. UNICEF headguar-
ters would not have been too happy had he
exceeded his budget; overall it averages a
mere $56 million a year—Iless than Portland,
Maine, spends on all its municipal affairs
annually. But, says Keeny, “We are dealing
with big problems. People who tackle them
must take big risks.”

The basic job of the United Nations Chil-
dren’s Fund—which is financed mostly by
voluntary contributions from U. N. mem-
bers—is to work with the World Health Or-
ganization (WHO) and other U. N. agencies
to provide healthier living conditions for
children in underdeveloped areas, mostly in
Asia and South America. UNICEF provides
the supplies; WHO, the expert medical ad-
visers.

One of the U. N.’s standing rules is that
countries receiving help must make an even
greater contribution of their own in money,
material or labor. To Sam Keeny this
arrangement means that with a budget of
about 2 cents per child per year, he must
offer so much hope to the impoverished coun-
tries in his orbit that they will almost bank=-
rupt themselves to take part in a program
only the wildest dreamer could believe in.

Luckily Eeeny is that kind of dreamer.
He has brought to Asla an unorthodox notion
and a staggering ambition. The notion:
that Asia is not only sick because it is poor,
but also—much more important—that it is
poor because it iz sick. The ambition: to
ralse the standard of living 50 percent or
more by stemming the tide of disease that
has flowed through Asia since time out of
mind. How? By adding to the enormous
energy of the awakening East the essentially
American idea of mass production.
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Eeeny puts it this way: “In fighting the big
killers like TB and malaria, there is no point
in treating a handful of patients with in-
dividual doctors. We’ll use mass assault,
cheap drugs, and presto chango! the disease
is gone—if you have the nerve to go after it
big.”

Keeny is going after it big. Under his
inspiration, hundreds of local spraying teams,
armed with tanks full of DDT, are marching
like an avenging army to wipe out the
malarial mosquito. Their wages are pald by
their own countries, the DDT is supplied
sometimes by UNICEF, sometimes by the
country, and now in large measure by our
own Foreign Operations Administration in
Washington. Tuberculosis gets a cavalry
attack: jeep-mounted squads of four are now
spreading out through India armed with
hypodermic needles and a vaccine called
BCG. Although not a complete preventive,
it will give a child 75 to 80 percent immunity.

With a couple of new miracle drugs in his
arsenal, Keeny is preparing fresh attacks.
He plans a double-barreled aureomycin-
terramycin assault on trachoma, a miserable
eye infection which now threatens 50 million
Asians with blindness. Almost 75 percent of
Formosan children suffer from trachoma or
conjunctivitis, And he will use recently
developed sulfone drugs to treat the 2 million
lepers in his area; the drugs hold out the
promise of a complete cure in 2 years. (The
Philippine Government now spends almost
$1 million a year just to care for its lepers.
With the sulfone drugs, they may all be cured
for less than $100,000.)

Bam Eeeny is a chunky, bespectacled man
with a lantern jaw obviously designed for a
16-hour grip on a pipe. Should the visitor to
his Bangkok office have the rare opportunity
of finding him seated, he will see what looks
like a pile of old clothes on which someone
has dumped an ashtray. But atop it he will
see the face of a man who, at 61, looks
vitally alive, for Keeny is intensely aware
that within his hands he holds the power to
do good works unparalleled in modern times.

Keeny carries with him another unspoken
but vital responsibility. As a U. N. employee,
he is technically an international civil serv-
ant. But wherever he goes throughout
Asia—more than 100,000 miles a year by
plane, jeep, and oxcart—he knows that he
bears the indelible stamp of an American,
and that as such he is being watched with
particular care by the east.

Keeny is an interesting man to watch. A
good place to start would be right in Bang-
kok, where he holds forth the 4 months of
the year he isn't out in the field. Let's follow
Sam as he takes the long way to work in the
morning. He has fed the two families of
sparrows that nest in the chandelier over his
dining table. Now he is ambling along the
Chao-Phya River, inspecting the bird market.
It is a familiar route with him.

“From the bird market,” he once revealed,
“I draw philosophic sustenance for the day’s
work. First of all, there are the toddlers who
rise with the dawn and busy themselves with
the mpysterlous occupations of childhood.
They are the dally reminders of the 250 mil-
lion children in the 21 countries or terri-
tories we serve.

“Then the birds, ranging all the way from
chickens to scarlet-crested cockatoos, recall
the variety of the task, the humdrum, but
useful, I trust, nature of most of it and
the color in the crises.

“These sights encourage contemplation
rather than action. The antidote is to watch
my favorite gibbon do his daily dozen on a
clothesline stretched from a boat in the river
to a convenient tree on the bank. Thus,
vicariously, I take my morning exercises and,
somewhere about 8, arrive at the desk posi=
tively eager to write the letters that, hope=-
fully, will slowly improve the lot of my small
friends along the canal.”
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PROJECTS ARE MANY AND WILDLY VARIED

Keeny's gentle self-portrait is deceptive.
Out of his office comes a veritable blizzard
of activity. Besides the major campaigns,
he is also responsible for more than a hun-
dred wildly varied projects such as supplying
bicycles to midwives, new X-ray equipment
to Pakistan, soap to Afghanistan, blankets to
typhoon victims in Japan, and fish-oll cap-
sules to malnourished tykes in Hong Eong.

Many of his letters go to his misslon chiefs,
gcattered all over Asia and adjacent islands.
So hard does he drive them with the lash of
his own example that one of them once com-
plained, “I'm always glad when Sam goes
off on an inspection tour. That way there's
only 1 chance in 7 of his dropping in on me.
When he's at that Bangkok office, it's every
darned day." 3

If his subordinates feel the whip, they suf-
fer no more than Keeny’s superiors. Keeny
is a man with a mission, When he feels he
is being held back by the people who pay his
salary, he sees no reason why he should spare
them any more than anyone else,

Sometimes, however, even he is abashed at
his own truculence. But not for long—as
this quote from one of his confidential mes-
sages would indicate: “If we seem impatient
at times, will those who suffer from it please
think of the sick bables and mothers in the
waiting line of any typical dispensary and be
tolerant or, better still, get busy.”

Son of a Pennsylvania Dutch farmer,
Keeny has an instinctive fondness for the
truth and courts it with a fine passion. His
straight-from-the-shoulder approach stamps
him as a maverick among his breed. When
he was head of the United Nations Rellef and
Rehabilitation Administration in Italy after
World War II and had to settle some in-
volved negotiations with that country, he
asked Premler Alcide de Gasperi for an ap-
pointment.

SOUND ADVICE FOR ITALY'S PREMIER

At the interview, Keeny came to the point
at once. “Mr. de Gasperi,” he pointed out,
“in the previous UNRRA program Italy lost
$15 million by taking its time about an
agreement while other nations were acting
fast. The present offer is 10 times as large.
I don’t want to see Italy lose $150 million;
do you think we could agree on principles,
say, within a week—and settle the details
afterward?”” They agreed on principles in
5 days.

Keeny's ideas about his relationship with
the rest of the world are simple. “Back on
the farm in Shrewsbury, Pa.,” he says, “you
had to be a good neighbor. That was the
way we put barns up. There were barn
ralsings all the time, one nelghbor helping
another.

“And then there was the way we felt about
the land. The idea there was you'd get a
good crop from the soil and then you'd put
something back for the next year. Why, if a
farmer didn’t do something to make his land
a little better, he was looked down on as a
lower type in our part of the world.

“Since I left the farm, I've moved around
a lot. I've seen enough sickness and death.
I know people don't like it and I don’t like it.
If we can change all that with a little effort,
it would not only be absurd not to do it, it
would be criminal.”

His private good-nelghbor policy is some=
times put to the acid test. Once, in Indo-
china, an insurgent’s hand grenade exploded
less than 650 feet from Keeny's cot. When
a friend asked him if the incident had un-
nerved him, he replied, “Why, no. The man
wasn't throwing it at me.” (As a matter of
fact, most local rebellions in Asia on a
standby basis when UNICEF crews come
through.)

The majority of problems Keeny encoun=
ters in the East are of a less violent, but
more crippling nature. There is the ex-
treme poverty, almost inconceivable to the
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Western mind. In South Korean school dis-
tricts, officials tried to assess families 10
cents & month to provide for school kitchens;
they found that many families literally
couldn't afford it. UNICEF child-care cen-
ters in Thailand had to advertise for empty
bottles because many of the mothers had
nothing in which to carry free milk home,
In Cambodia there are only four fully quali-
fied doctors for 4 million people.

Among other obstacles are the eastern
superstitions which tell mothers it is bad
luck to bathe a baby before it is 2 weeks old,
and then only in a broth of onion rings;
that the severed umbilical cord should be
covered with a poultice of ground betel nut;
that emaciation can be cured by making the
child a bracelet of wheat kernels.

Keeny must also contend with local mores.
Once, in Karachi, he arrived at a half-fin-
ished maternal and child-health center being
constructed under UNICEF guidance to find
that a Moslem crisis was in the making.
The contractor, who had already received one
polite warning, was still dawdling on the
project although several young ladies from
the veiled seclusion of purdah were due to
arrive at the center within a few weeks to
work as student assistants. Moslem tradi-
tion demanded that all male workmen be off
the premises by the time the young ladies
arrived.

Keeny averted the crisis by combining
firmness with recognition of Asian customs.
The much-abused contract in his hand, he
called on the builder. The following con-
versation took place:

“Keeny. You don't seem to have got very
far with the building.

“CoNTRACTOR. Oh, yes, sir. We are working
like Superman.

“Keeny. But the building isn't nearly fin-
jshed. As a matter of fact, there doesn't
seem to be much improvement since last
time.

“CoNTRACTOR. We have been working very
hard, sir. If it weren’t for the evil forces——

“KeeENY, What evil forces?

“ConTrRACTOR. The evil forces, sir, that keep
us from finishing the constiuction. They
are working against us.

“KEreny. Ah, yes. Well, I would suggest
March 31 as a good day for getting rid of the
last evil force. Agreed?”

The contractor hastily agreed, possibly be-
cause his fear of losing money on the job was
greater than his concern over the evil forces.
The contract which Keeny was idly waving
as a fan contained a penalty clause which
began on April 1.

Last month, Keeny returned to the United
States for the semiannual meeting of the
UNICEF executive board. It was an emo-
tional homecoming. He was reunited with
his wife, who accompanied him throughout
the world until she was stricken with arthri-
tis. (The former Amelia Smith, of Atlanta,
Ga., she traveled to England in 1921 to marry
Keeny, then associated with the American
Rellef Administration. They spent their
honeymoon in a Polish delousing center.)
There was also a grandson to see, born in
December to Keeny's son and daughter-in-
law, Mr. and Mrs. Spurgeon Keeny, Jr. And
there was Keeny's mother, who still lives in
Shrewsbury.

Coming back to the States Is always some-
thing of a shock to Keeny, who has lived so
long in the East he now finds it miraculous
that this country is able to produce so much
food without a single water buffalo in sight.

But it also gives him time for reflection.
One night as he sat in an office high over
New York, he sald to a friend: “At a time
when half the world is anticipating extinc-
tion by a hydrogen bomb, it's good to know
that modern science is also making it possi-
ble for us to wipe out diseases that make
life a misery for millions. There may be
greater satisfactions, but I haven't discovered
them."
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FREE ASTA TAKES THE INITIATIVE

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr, Presi-
dent, several weeks ago on the floor of
the Senate, I delivered a speech pro=-
posing a new partnership program for
strengthening freedom in Asia. In that
statement I said:

‘We must proceed on the basis of a genu-
ine partnership with the free Asians in help-
ing and encouraging them to express and
achieve their deepest yearnings for freedom,
independence, and economic development.
Let them take the initiative. And let us
keep within the framework of their social
structure as we assist them.

In my statement, I went on to suggest
that the Far Eastern Columbo plan
powers should be encouraged to take the
initiative in holding an economic con-
ference for the purpose of working out
their various problems of trade and de-
velopment. I pointed out that in order
to solve the problems facing these Asian
countries, Asian initiative and concerted
action on a regional basis would be re-
quired.

On April 14, Mr. President, it was re-
ported by the Associated Press that In-
dia had called for a preliminary 11-
nation conference on possible regional
uses of new American economic aid.
The conference will meet in Simla, India,
for a week, starting May 9. The nations
invited are Burma, Ceylon, Pakistan,
Indonesia, Nepal, Malaya, South Viet-
nam, Thailand, Laos, and Cambodia.

This demonstration of Asian initiative
and cooperation is good news, especially
in the light of the Bandung Asian-Afri-
can conference. It is my sincere hope
that this news marks only the beginning
of a new period of Asian initiative and
responsibility, and of mutual coopera-
tion and partnership between East Asia
and the West.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp at
this point, a news article on this subject,
appearing on April 14 on the first page
of the New York Times.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times of April 14, 1055]

INDIA CALLS 11-NaTioN TALK oN NEw UNITED
STATES ASIAN AID PLAN

New DeLHI, India, April 13.—Authoritative
sources sald today that India had called an
11-country conference on the regional use
of new United States economic aid. The new
aid is expected to total $200 million.

The conference has been summoned to
meet in Simla, starting May 9 or May 16. It
was learned from qualified quarters that the
so-called Stassen plan would be the main
topic of the meeting.

Director Harold E. Stassen, of the Foreign
Operations Administration, has proposed
that United States ald to Asia be placed on
a regional basis, possibly with Western
Europe contributing.

It is understood here that the United
Btates Government intends to continue its
current bilateral economic aid to Asian
countries at the present levels but that
President Eisenhower plans to ask Congress
for an additional $200 million to start a
regional program.

Washington officials have made it clear
that Asian nations must display a willing-
ness to help themselves before the United
States can be expected to appropriate this
additional amount.
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The summoning of the Simla conference
is obviously intended to show that Asia is
ready to take this initiative—and today's
disclosure comes only a few days before
President Elsenhower is scheduled to make
known his new aid plans.

The countries reported invited to the
Simla conference, besides India, are Ceylon,
Pakistan, Indonesia, Nepal, Malaya, Burma,
South Vietnam, Thailand, Cambodia, and
Laos.

RED CRITICISM ASSAILED

New Deumr, April 13.—The influential
morning newspaper, the Hindu, lashed out
today at Communist Chinese criticlsm of
United States intentions in Asia.

The Indian newspaper particularly at-
tacked an article in the Peiping’s daily which
sald United States aid to Asla was intended
for “military aggression, economic exploita-
tion, and colonialist expansion.”

The Hindus said the Communist organ
was entitled to hold that Washington was
“lukewarm” toward the forthcoming Afri-
can-Asian conference in Indonesia. But it
described as a “travesty of fact” the Commu-~
nist charge of American imperialism in Asia,

UntteD STATES READY To HELP

WasHINGTON, April 13.—The United States
said today it was ready to share responsibil-
ity for improving the lot of African and
Asian peoples.

The United States position was carried in
a statement issued by the State Department
just 5 days before opening of the African-
Asian conference in Indonesia. The United
States was not invited.

Henry Suydam, State Department spokes-
man, said he was making the statement in
response to inquiries about the American at-
titude toward the forthcoming conference,
He sald it hardly seemed necessary to restate
the United States “deep and sympathetic
interest” in all efforts of Asian and African
people to achieve material and spiritual well=-
being and other “blessings of liberty.”

TRANSPORTATION OF LIVE
SCORPIONS IN THE MAILS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
last week the Senate, in its wisdom,
passed Senate bill 35, a bill which I in-
troduced on January 6, for the purpose
of permitting the transportation in the
mails of live scorpions. It was impossi-
ble for me to be present in the Senate at
that session. I therefore ask unanimous
consent that there be printed in the body
of the REcorp the remarks which I had
prepared for that occasion, together
with an article entitled “Arizona’s Scor-
pion Man” written by Keith Monroe and
published in Coronet magazine for
March 1955.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and article were ordered to be
printed in the Recorbp, as follows:
STATEMENT ON 8. 35 BY SENATOR GOLDWATER

On January 6, 1955, I introduced 8. 35
for the purpose of permitting the transpor-
tation in the mails of live scorpions. It was
referred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civll Service, which reported it on
March 22 without amendment.

Venomous reptiles and insects are im-

properly considered a major threat to per=
sons lving in and visiting in the southwest-
ern part of the United States, which includes
the State of Arizona. Although many tales
have been told about these creatures stalk-
ing and viciously leaping out at every human
being they see, I can assure my colleagues
that these are merely another chapter of
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unfounded superstitions which have grown
up with a section of our Nation.

Of hundreds of interesting, harmless and
beneficial reptiles and insects in the South-
west, only a few are capable of inflicting
damage by biting or stinging. Ants, wasps,
and bees are among the less venomous of
these. However, the only dangerous mem-
bers of these species to be found in the
Southwest are the rattlesnake, the Gila
monster, the black widow spider and the
scorpion. The bites of the mildly poisonous
centipede and still less poisonous tarantula
are of relatively little consequence. Without
exception, all of these venomous creatures
tend to be timild and nonaggressive and
want to get away from humans and be left
alone. Thelr polsonous devices, basically
intended for use in procuring food, are only
used against humans when they are startled
or molested.

8. 35 deals specifically with a tiny arach-
nid, which has been called the real public
enemy No. 1 of the poisonous animals of
Arizona—the scorpion. There are at least
40 specles of scorpions found in three-
fourths of the United States, in Canada and
Mexico, but there are only two known lethal
species and both of them are found mostly in
the lower areas of Arizona and neighboring
States.

The two scorpions, the Centruroides sculp-
turatus and the Centruroides gertschi, are
in the minority among the scorpion popu-
lation, but their sting can be very serious
and even deadly to children or adults in
poor health unless prompt treatment is ad-
ministered. During the 20-year period from
1928-48 these two species of scorplons were
responsible for more than twice as many
fatalities as all other venomous animals in
Arizona put together including rattlesnakes,
Gila monsters, black widow spiders and
venomous insects, according to the Arizona
Department of Health. Nearly 3,000 persons
in Arizona are stung by scorpions each year,
but, fortunately, only a small percentage of
the bites are by the dangerous type of scor-
pion.

The sting of the nonlethal scorpion causes
primarily a local reaction such as swelling,
painful burning feeling and discoloration at
the site of the sting and even some dis-
stance from the sting. However, under or-
dinary cilrcumstances there is no danger
from this venom even to a child. A sting
from the lethal species, on the other hand,
produces primarily a systemic reaction, but
does not produce a swelling or discoloration
at the site of the sting. It is a convulsant
neurotoxin affecting the nervous system and
causing convulsions. The first symptom at
the site of the sting is a prickly-pin sharp-
ness which may become quite painful. That
spot becomes hypersensitive at once so that
bumping it causes additional tingling sen-
sations. A sort of prickly-pin sensation and
numbness travels from the sting site caus-
ing a woody feeling. Some people have ex-
perienced severe tingling and electric sensa-
tions throughout their entire body, but the
feeling produced by the sting of a ground
scorpion and that of a centruroides species is
very different.

The simple ice water or equivalent cold
treatment applied promptly will offset even
the serlous effects from the sting of the sculp-
turatus and gertschi, in most cases. How-
ever, in the few advanced cases where first
aild is not applled promptly enough or for
some reason does not take care of the situa-
tion, a serum has been developed which has
invariably brought immediate and satisfac-
tory results. The serum was developed after
extensive sclentific research with venoms in
Arizona for nearly a guarter of a century by
Dr. Herbert L. Stahnke, head of the depart-
ment of biological sciences and director of
the poisonous animals research laboratory
at Arizona State College at Tempe. His
work is more completely described in two
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articles which I shall insert into the Rec-
orD at the conclusion of this statement.
However, the “Arizona venom man,” who
came to my State in 1928 from Chieago, de-
veloped this scorpion serum, which involves
the collecting of many scorpions, milking
them of their venom, freezing the venocm
and removing Iits molsture, accurately

‘weighing it and rediluting it with distilled

water. Then it is perlodically injected in
nonlethal doses into the blood stream of a
laboratory animal, generally cats, until an
immunity is built up. When this occurs,
a small sample of blood is drawn from the
immunized animal, put through an intri-
cate sterile processing, again frozen and de-
hydrated, weighed and bottled for distri-
bution. It might be added here that these
cats live a very soft life in temperature-con-
trolled sanitary quarters with a balanced
diet and little to do except receive d.ses of
venom, which cause them little or no dis-
comfort, and donate blood which is no more
bothersome than giving a pint of blood to
the Red Cross Is for a human.

However, the problem still existed as to
how to provide general relief all over Ari-
zona and the lethal crcorpion area. To make
sure that ample serum was available in all
this area, many, many live, lethal scorpions
are needed. In fact, Dr. Stahnke requested
and got 10,000 to start with—through pub-
lic cooperation.

Even with this wholehearted public co-
operation of Arizonlans and residents of
neighboring States, there was still no satis-
factory way of sending live scorpions to the
laboratory. Despite the fast, efficlent mail
service, postal regulations forbid using the
mails for the transporting of live scorpions.
Other methods of shipment were too costly
or too slow or the packages often were in
the hot sun so long that the scorplons were
either in very bad condition or dead when
they arrived at Dr. Btahnke's laboratory.

Another obstacle was the lack of a suitable
container for transporting the scorpions.
However, the ingenious Dr. Stahnke deslgned
a simple lightweight cylindrical mailing tube
with a plastic inner bag which is completely
airtight and escapeproof even if damaged
or crushed. Since a scorpion could easily
spend a week in such a sealed contailner
and suffer no i1l effects, it is the ideal answer
for scorpion malling.

The final step is the legislation embodied
in 8. 35 which will allow the mailing of live
scorpions with regulations as to their pack-
aging to protect postal personnel and facili-
tate handling by the research workers in the
laboratory.

This bill not only has the recommendation
of the Honorable Arthur E. Summerfield,
Postmaster General of the United States, but
it also has the backing of the Arizona State
Association of the Natlonal Association of
Letter Carriers, the Arizona Federation of
Post Office Clerks, the Arizona chapter of
the National Association of Postmasters, and
the State Legislature of Arizona.

Mr. Summerfield, in stating that his De-
partment has made a careful study of this
matter, gives full approval to the legislation,
says it will not result in any additional cost
to the Department, and fills a “worthy
purpose.”

[From Coronet of March 1855]
ARIZONA'S SCORPION MAN
(By Eeith Monroe)

“I need 10,000 deadly scorpions—alive,”
Dr. Herbert L. Stahnke appealed to Arizona
parents back in 1951. “Will you eatch some
for me?”

This request was no cragy whim. It was
a grim plea from one of the world's leading
authorities on venomous creatures.

After almost a quarter-century of danger-
ous research, Dr, Stahnke had at last found
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a way to win Arizona's age-old war against
scorpions—if people would help him. They
would have to hunt the vicious little animal
whose two lethal species are more dangerous
than all other poisonous creatures in the
Southwest. And when they found one, they
would have to get it safely to the sinister-
looking laboratory at Arizona State College
where Dr. Stahnke works, surrounded by
hundreds of live creatures—many of them
lethal.

Now he wanted 10,000 live specimens of the
two deadly types of scorpions: The sculp-
turatus and the gertschi. But Arizonans
respect Stahnke so deeply that they promptly
went after them. If he saild that catching
live scorpions would wipe out a widespread
danger in Arizona, it must be so.

Some 3,000 people are stung by scorplons
in Arizona each year. Most of the victims
are children poking into places where these
little menaces lie hidden: Under rocks and
logs, behind the loose bark of trees, in trash
piles and lumber stacks, in cellars or attics.

It isn't unusual for the little scorpions
to scuttle into a house through a door crack
or crevice. When inside, they are not easy
to see because they are straw colored and
avold the light, and hide in dark corners.

At night they crawl out and explore the
floors, where any bare foot may step on them.
When daylight returns they again seek a
dark hiding place—which may be a shoe or
the folds of blankets.

At least 40 different species of scorplons
(some growing to lengths of 8 inches) are
scattered across three-fourths of North
America. But only two species are known
to be deadly, and both of these are found
mostly in and around Arizona. Even these
usually fail to kill an adult in good health—
but without prompt treatment, their sting
can be fatal to a child, or an adult in poor
health.

There seemed to be no sure treatment
until Dr. Stahnke developed a serum at the
end of a 23-year fight against the scorpions.

The doctor had arrived from Chicago in
1928, married a year later, and eventually
became head of the Department of Biological
Sclences at Arizona State College in Tempe.

By the time his first child was a few years
old, Stahnke was as troubled as are all Ari-
zona parents by the recurring news items
about children killed by scorpions. Instead
of just fretting, he went to work to wipe out
the hazard.

Because no college funds were avallable
for such research, Stahnke had to make his
own laboratory equipment by hand, and per-
form experiments at night, on weekends, and
in his spare time.

He learned how to milk live scorplons of
the venom in their tails, how to freeze it,
then dehydrate it, redilute it with distilled
water, and inject it little by little into a cat's
bloodstream until the animal built up im-
munity. Then he drew blood from the cat
and put this through other complex treat-
ments to make a serum. The serum worked.
All he needed now was enough scorpions and
money.

In the spring of 1951, he began explaining
these needs to the public. The Tucson Daily
Citizen joined his efforts and launched a
campaign to persuade people to catch scor-
pions. It also appealed for funds to buy
equipment with which Stahnke could manu-
facture serum.

Thousands of Arizonians put on gloves and
boots, and began prying into dark places
where scorpions might lurk. Everyone knew
the first-ald method Stahnke had developed
for treating snakebite or scorplon sting:
Wrapping a string tightly around the injured
part, then keeping it in ice water for several
hours.

Boxes and bottles of scorplons poured in
to the Polsonous Animals Research Labora-
tory that Stahnke directed at Arizona State
College. On June 26, 1951, the Dally Citizen
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invited Stahnke to Tucson to receive a check
for $4,500. Two days later the State legis-
lature appropriated $1,500 more.

In appreciation of the Tucson donations,
he took with him the only two vials of his
precious serum and presented them to the
Tucson Health Center. Three days later a
4-year-old girl was stung, and the serum
saved her life.

Today there are vials of Stahnke's anti-
toxin in hospital refrigerators all over the
Btate. The menace of the scorpion has been
conguered and Stahnke cherishes a stack of
letters from parents whose children are alive
today because of his serum.

TRIBUTES TO SAM RAYBURN,
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, those of us who serve in this Con-
gress are privileged to be associated with
one of the truly great figures of American
history, Speaker of the House Sam Ray-
BURN.

Sam RAYBURN has served his country in
the House of Representatives for more
than four decades. He has been Speaker
of the House longer than any other
man—including even the immortal
Henry Clay. He has presided with a
dignity and fairness which have won him
the respect and the admiration of all
Members, regardless of party or phi-
losophy.

I believe that even the minority lead-
ership of the House would join with me
in saying that no other man in Congress
is held in more affection and trust.

As for myself personally, my respect
and affection are motivated by much
more than ordinary ties. All my life, I
have known SaMm RAYBURN as a close per-
sonal friend, as my father before me was
his close personal friend.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a speech deliv-
ered by Speaker of the House Sam Ray-
BURN last Saturday night at a testimonial
dinner in his honor.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

SPEECH OF SPEAKER SAM RAYBURN AT RAYBURN
TESTIMONIAL DINNER, NaTiONAL GUARD
ARMORY, WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mr. Chalrman and fellow Democrats, I
want to thank, from the bottom of a grate-
ful heart, everyone who has had anything
to do with bringing about this occasion.
I especially want to thank the Chairman of
the Democratic National Committee, Mr. Paul
Butler, and the treasurer, Mr. Matt McClos-
key, for the great part they have played in
this affair. I would also like to express my
appreciation to the chairman of the dinner
committee, Mr. W. John EKenney, and the
cochairmen, Mr. George C. McGhee and Mrs.
Oscar L. Chapman.

I want you to know that I shall never cease
to hold in grateful memory this evidence of
your partial friendship, and above all, to feel
that I have your respect.

I accept this gracious gesture with the
deepest feeling of inadequacy and humility.
You honor me far beyond what I believe to
be my desserts.

I belong to a party that has been, is, and
will be, the party of responsibility. We have
demonstrated this time and time again, it
matters not whether the administration in
power be Democratic or Republican,
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It is the party that has the vision of
Thomas Jefferson and the dauntless courage
of Andrew Jackson.

I came to Washington as a freshman Con-
gressman in the first administration of
Woodrow Wilson. He didn't know that I was
in town but I was well aware that hc was in
the White House. Bince then some forty
years have passed. Yet if today our Federal
laws reflect a strong sense of social responsi-
bility toward the people, much is owed to
Woodrow Wilson. Anger rose in his soul at
the slght of injustice done the helpless.
Then he became as stern as a Hebrew prophet.

In his inaugural address Wilson made one
thing clear, and years later another Demo-
cratic President—Franklin D. Roosevelt—
would make the same thing clear in another
inaugural address. They put the Nation on
notice that their election as Democratic
Presidents was not merely a meaningless
shift from one political group to another.
It meant something of profound significance
t. the Nation; something that would alter
its course and touch the lives of all men.
It was that there had been a true change of
government.

Woodrow Wilson told his countrymen that
the Nation had made great industrial strides.
But he sald that we had paid a high cost
for it in terms of the men, women, and
children upon whom crushing burdens had
been laid. The Government we loved, he
added, had been made use of for private,
selfish purposes by those who forgot the peo-
ple. Thundering against these evils in his
mighty Presbyterian wrath, he pointed out
that it was the duty of government to shield
ordinary people from the consequences of
great industrial and social processes that they
could not singly alter, control, or cope with.

The First World War stopped the march
of Wilson’s new freedom. But nothing stops,
or can stop, or ought to stop, the rightful
aspirations of all our people for a better
life than they ever had before. And nothing
can stop the Democratic Party in its efforts
to help them attain that life. This was
the conviction of the first Democratic Presi-
dent under whom I served. It was equally
the conviction of the last Democratic Presi-
dent under whom I served. Thank God he
is with us tonight.

This is what President Truman said in his
very first message to Congress:

“Let me assure the forward-looking peo-
ple of America that there will be no relaxa-
tion in our efforts to improve the lot of the
common people.”

Thus Mr. Truman expressed his humane
heart. And so doing he expressed also the
humane hearts of Jefferson, Jackson, Bryan,
Wilson, and Franklin Roosevelt. He stated
the doctrine that is with us at our rising up
and at our lying down. He reiterated the
unchanging basic principle of the Demo-
cratic Party. For, I ask you, what is the use
of being a rich, populous country if large
numbers of our citizens are too poor to lead
good, abundant lives?

Yet, within our memory, great numbers of
Americans endured In poverty. Their plight
was not wholly economic. Potentially there
was enough for everybody and to spare.
What was the trouble? It was clear that if
the often desperate inequalities among our
people did not flow from purely economic
causes, economic change alone would not be
enough. What was needed was moral
change, a change of heart. Then and then
only could economic change help all Amer-
icans.

Therefore the great Democratic Party re-
forms of the recent past were not merely
changes of economics. They were primarily
moral changes. They proclaimed at the
crossroads and at the doors of every house in
this land that people come first; that if you
destroy a man's self-respect you destroy the
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man; that he who tramples on the Bill of
Rights tramples on us all.

But between the brief, bright day of
Woodrow Wilson and the warming sun of
Franklin Roosevelt, there came a long Re-
publican eclipse. In its murk and gloom
this Nation almost lost its way.

The profound changes wrought in Ameri-
can life by recent Democratic administra-
tions rooted this Nation so strongly in free-
dom’s soil that no storm of alien doctrine can
uproot it.

The tempests of communism blow but not
a leaf of our tree is disturbed.

And bear this in mind. We did not move
to improve the condition of all of people be-
cause we feared communism. We moved for
the best of all reasons and motives—because
it was right to move; because we could not
bear it that some stuffed themselves with
cake while others, equally worthy in God's
sight, went without bread.

Today this Nation is one in its devotion to
freedom.

Today the American people are so deeply
devoted to the Democratic reforms of this
generation that no Republican administra-
tion would dare tamper with them; certainly
not In open daylight.

We wrought in the spirit of the great men
who gave the Democratic Party life and light.

Even now the name Andrew Jackson rings
sharp on American ears. It means a leader
who would fight for the ordinary man. It
means a man who could not be deterred by
the devil himself when he was fighting for
the people's interest. It means a patriot.
And it still means a patriot even if some
spiritually dead Republican leaders call
Jackson’s political party the party of trea-
son. We've seen lies and libel before,
wholesale and retail. But this is the first
time that lies and libel have been used on an
atom bomb scale to besmirch millions of
people with the black charge of treason to
their country.

Jefferson, Jackson, Roosevelt, Truman—
these were quite different men. But they
were alike in these things. They cared about
people. They had courage. Their hearts
were big. They burned with the humani-
tarian spirit that has always animated the
Democratic Party.

Hence the people took the Democratic
Party to their heart and made it the one
enduring institution of our national life.

This is a great achievement. But endur-
ance alone is not enough. Age may bring
dry rot as well as wisdom. Yet, somehow
our party has found the fountain of youth.
It has a continuing vitality. It responds to
changing times. It is receptive to new ideas.
It welcomes experiments. Therefore, while
you may find a few amiable idiots among us,
You won't find any old fogies or those who
are worse than old fogies—young fogies.

The Democratic Party, therefore, has con-
stantly produced great national leaders; men
who performed a twofold task. They sought,

‘first, to redeem the Nation from its follles

and its erimes of indifference toward a large
part of the population; and, second, they
sought to bring the Nation to rededicate
itself to the life of democracy. Their
achievements have made this the greatest of

all nations.

During the past 40 years—the term of my
own service in the Congress—we Democrats
have scarcely a day to walk beside still waters.
For our long period of service was one of
almost endless struggle here and abroad.

It was our somber privilege and responsi-
bility to lead the Nation victoriously through
the two greatest wars of all time.

It also was our privilege to lead the Nation
out of the greatest depression it has ever
known into the greatest prosperity that it
has ever known.
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Time after time we had to make decislons
affecting the lives of millions of soldiers and
the survival of this Nation and of our allies.

Time after time during the great depres-
sion we had to move to redeem the great
promises of American life.

In so doing we had almost to recast the
Natlon's economy, without affecting the con-
stitutional structure upon which that econ-
omy rested.

Moreover, it was during our period of
service that this great Nation, once strongly
isolationist, became the leader of the free
world and is today the hope of all men every-
where who are free, and of those who aspire
to freedom.

In the name of freedom we mobilized our
resources and, together with our allies,
hurled them against the enemy and crushed
him.

Here at home, 20 years ago, we mobilized
the material and spiritual resources of the
Nation and broke the depression that was
destroying us.

I think, then, that the Democrats have
learned something about the nature of re-
sponsibility, and because we have learned
something about it, I know that I speak for
all Democrats when I say this. Our hearts
go out to President Eisenhower as, in the
terrible loneliness that surrounds Presidents,
he wrestles with the problems of life and
death that confront the Nation. We Demo-
crats, I am happy to say, have conducted
ourselves with the highest responsibility to-
ward the President in his direction of the
country’s international relations. And, as
duty dictates, we have maintained a loyal
opposition. It has remained for prominent
members of the President's own political
party to confront him with a disloyal oppo-
sition.

Sobered by long responsibility, tempered
by trial, matured by experience, mellowed by
time, the Democratic Party now stands at
the heights of its powers to serve the Nation.
And as a life-long Democrat, I have never
seen our party so united in spirit, resolution,
and purpose, as 1t is today.

But this is not all. In the fullness of
time and service to the Nation, the Demo-
cratic Party, I believe, has come to be more
than a political party. It has become an
idea; an essential part of the American idea.
Political parties have their victories and de-
feats but great ideas go on forever. Hence
we Democrats may look with equal serenity
to 1956 or to 1976.

I hope now you will permit me a personal
word. It has been given me to see much
in the long years that the good Lord has
allotted me.

But now we have come upon times whose
like is not in the annals of mankind. For
today it is possible to enshroud all men in a
seamless, cloudborne garment of poison, and
make our plant as lifeless as the moon. I
would, therefore, beseech Democrats and Re-
publicans alike to conduct themselves with
a becoming restraint in all those things that
pertain to war and peace, since they per-
tain also to the life and death of all men.

Let us guide our debates with wisdom and
inform our hearts with righteousness, lest
we fall into shame and so into oblivion.

Nearly two centuries ago there began upon
this continent the noblest experiment in
Government that men have ever under-
taken. It has greatly succeeded. When-
ever this country, faced with a grave foreign
or domestic crisis, conducted itself greatly,
it prevailed and moved on toward the heights.

Today darkness broods over the face of
the earth. Evil stalks the hills. No man
knows what devouring monsters tomorrow
may bring. May I say, then, to my country-
men—Iet us in this desperate hour nobly con-
celve and nobly act in the greatness that is
our heritage and our light and our life. So
doing, within the eye of God, we shall tri-
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umph over evil as did the founders of this
great Republic.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, prior to the dinner held in Wash-
ington last Friday evening to honor
Speaker Sam RAYBURN, the Texas House
of Representatives adopted unanimously
a resolution paying tribute to this great
American.

Our beloved Speaker was a member of
the Texas House in his young manhood
and served as speaker of that body. His
career has been a lasting inspiration to
those who have followed him as members
of the Texas House of Representatives.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the concurrent resolution
adopted by the Texas House of Repre-
sentatives be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

PAYING TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE SAM
RAYBURN, oF TEXAS

Mr. Turman offered the following reso-
lution:

“House Concurrent Resolution 82

“Whereas the Jefferson-Jackson Day Din-
ner in the National Armory at Washington,
D. C., on April 16, 1955, will pay tribute and
do honor to a great Democrat and lifelong
stalwart of the Democratic Party, the Hon-
orable Sam RaveURN; and

“Whereas Mr. Sam, a Democrat in the best
tradition of Jeffersonian and Jacksonian
democracy, will be acclaimed by having April
16, 1956, known as S8am Rayburn Day; and

“Whereas the Honorable Sam RAYBURN has
served as Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States longer than
any other man, always ablding by the motto:
‘Be reasonable, be fair,’ fulfilling a boyhood
ambition and thus being assured of a promi-
nent niche in American history; and

“Whereas SAMUEL TALIAFERRO RAYBURN was
born January 6, 1882, in the Clinch Valley
of Tennessee, the son of Willlam Marion Ray-
burn and Martha (Waller) Rayburn. And at
the age of 5 Sam and his family moved to
Texas near Bonham in Fannin County; and

“Whereas SaM RAYBURN, in that grand old
American way, is a self-made man. He
worked his way through college and law
school and at the age of 24 earned his po-
litical spurs by being elected to the Texas
House of Representatives, a place he held
during the 30th legislature in 1907, the 31st
legislature in 1909, and the 32d legislature in
1911, and being the third youngest speaker
of the house in his last term; and

“Whereas in 1912 Sam RAYBURN was elected
to the House of Representatives of the United
States and arrived in Washington early in
1913, to serve in the first administration of
Woodrow Wilson, thus beginning in the 63d
Congress in 1913 continuous service and asso-
ciation with seven President, three Democrats
and four Republicans; and

“Whereas the Honorable Sam RAYBURN was
majority leader of the House in the 75th
and 76th Congresses in 1937 and 1939, and
was elected Speaker of the House on Sep-
tember 16, 1940, and has been Speaker of the
House in the following Congresses: the 76th
in 1039, 77th in 1941, 78th in 1943, T9th in
1945, 8lst in 1949, 82d in 1951, and 84th
in 1055; and

“Whereas Sam RAYsURN came to full flower
and national eminence during the admin-
istration of Franklin D. Roosevelt. He helped
write many of the keystone acts of the New
Deal, among them were the Wheeler-Rayburn
Utilities Act, the Securlties and Exchange Act
of 1934, the Rural Electrification Administra-
tion Act; he was influential in establishing
the Federal Trade Commission, Federal Power
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Commission, Tariff Board, Securities and Ex-
change Commission, Federal Communication
Commission, and the Federal Reserve Board;
and
“Whereas the Nation will be forever grate-
ful to Sam RaysurN for preventing the Army
from being disbanded 4 months before Pearl
Harbor when on August 12, 1941, the House
voted 203 to 202 to extend the Selective Serv-
ice Act and before anyone could switch his
vote he gaveled down all moves for recon-
sideration and announced the total vote; and
“Whereas Sam RaYBURN has been a tower
of strength in the legislative branch of the
Government to Presidents Roosevelt, Tru-
man, and Eisenhower, a valuable colleague
to Members of Congress, and an exceptional
leader; and
“Whereas it is the desire of the 54th Leg-
islature of Texas to honor and pay tribute
to a former colleague who has now become
the famed Mr. RavsurnN, of Texas, and to
commend the Democratic Party for naming
the annual Jefferson-Jackson Day assembly
the Sam Rayburn Day: Now, therefore, be it
“Resolved by the house of representatives
of the §4th legislature (the senate con=-
curring), That the brilliant career of the
Honorable Sam RaYBURN will forever burn
bright over the Lone Star State and that we
do honor and commemorate this distin-
guished statesman; and be it further
“Resolved, That this resolution be spread
upon the pages of the journal of both houses
and that coplies be forwarded to the Honor-
able Sam RaYBURN, the Honorable Lynpon
JoHNsoN, majority leader of the Senate, and
to the National Chairman of the Democratic
Party.
*“HUGHES.
“TURMAN.
“HARDEMAN,
“BENTON.
“HUTCHINS.
“MORGAN.
“HOG“."
(Signed by Lindsey, speaker; Allen, Allison,
Anderson, Andis, Armor, Atwell, Baker,
Banks, Bates, Bell, Bergman, Berlin, Berry,
Bishop, Blaine, Bradshaw, Brashear, Briscoe,
Bristow, Bryan, Burkett, Carmichall, Car-
penter, Carr, Chambers, Chapman, Cheatham,
Clements, Cloud, Cobb, Cole, Cooper, Cory,
Cowen, Cox of Montgomery, Cox of Bell,
Crim, Crosthwait, de la Garza, Dewey, Miss
Duff, Dugas, Elliott, Ellis, Fenoglio, Ferrell,
Ford of Nueces, Ford of Red River, Garrett,
Gillham, Glass, Glusing, Hale, Hazlett, Heat-
1y, Heideke, Heltman, Holstein, Hosey, Hous-
ton, Huffman, Hunt, Miss Isaacks, Jackson
of Cass, Jackson of Navarro, Jamison, John-
son, Jones, Joseph, Kelly, Eennard, Eennedy,
King, Kirkham, Kirklin, Koliba, Lane, Lat-
imer, Lee, Lehman, Lieck, McDanlel, Mc-
Donald, McGregor of McLennan, McGregor
of El Paso, MecIlhany, McNeil, Martin,
Maverick, Moore of Harrils, Moore of Tarrant,
Mullen, Murphy, Murray, Niemann, Osborn,
Parish, Patten, Patterson, Pipkin, Pool,
Puckett, Pyle, Reeves, Ross, Sadler, Sandahl,
Sanders, Saul, Sayers, Schram, Schwartz of
Galveston, Schwartz of Washington, Seelig-
son, Shannon, Bheridan, Slack, Smith of
Hays, S8mith of Tarrant, Smith of Jefferson,
Spilman, Spring, Stewart, Stilwell, Stone,
Storey, Strickland, Stroman, Talasek, Thur-
mond, Walllng, Ward, Welch, Wheeler, White,
Wilson, Winfree, Wohilford, Wood, Yancy,
Yezak, and Zbranek.)

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself wholeheartedly with the
remarks of the distinguished majority
leader regarding the outstanding public
service of the Democratic leader in the
other body.

For 14 years it was my privilege to
serve with and under Speaker RAYBURN
in the House of Representatives. No
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young man ever had a finer friend. No
country ever had a more devoted public
servant. Patriotism never flowed more
genuinely in the veins of any man than
in those of Sam RaYBURN. In him also
there is a large measure of compassion,
human understanding, and wisdom; and
a full measure of courage.

DEATH OF DR. ALBERT EINSTEIN

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is with great sorrow that I an-
nounce to my colleagues the death this
morning in Princeton, N. J., of the emi-
nent scientist, Albert Einstein. Mr,
Einstein was a personal friend of mine.
He had been a resident of New Jersey
for a number of years. He was well
known for his great scientific achieve-
ments, and especially for his contribu-
tion toward the discovery of atomic
Eenergy.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REecorp at this point as a
part of my remarks a brief biographical
sketch relating to Dr. Einstein's remark-
able career.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SMITH oF NEW JERSEY

It is with deep regret that I have just
learned of the death, in my home town of
Princeton, N. J., of America’s most distin-
guished scientist, Albert Einstein.

To the day of his death, Dr. Einstein never
gave up his search for knowledge and in
particular his search for a unified, mathe-
matical concept of the laws governing the
universe.

No one in the world in our time has had
as great an influence on the advances of
science as did Dr. Einstein. Discoverer of
the theory of relativity at 26, great con-
tributor to the enormous discoveries in elec~
tronics, television, and atomic energy, and
recipient in 1921 of the Nobel Prize in
Physics, Dr. Einstein came to Princeton in
1933 as a voluntary exile from his native
Germany. A familiar and colorful figure in
Princeton, Dr. Einstein was always friendly
and always humble. He was never overly
impressed with his great fame.

As with so many scientists who shared
the responsibility for developing weapons
which may be used in peace or war, Dr. Ein-
stein fought continually to assure that these
advances in science would be used for the
benefit and not for the destruction of man-
kind.

As a person and as a neighbor Dr. Einstein
will be greatly missed in Princeton.

As a man of sclence, searcher for truth,
and great contributor to humanity’'s progress,
Albert Einstein will never be forgotten.

Men everywhere are indebted to this great
sclentist. And today, all mankind will join
together in tribute to one of civilization's
greatest figures.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, the
death of Albert Einstein is more than a
loss to the world of science. This great
pioneer in the realm of physics was also
a warmhearted, deeply thoughtful hu-
man being. He recognized the impact
of modern scientific discoveries upon our
daily lives, and never forgot that the
laboratory of science is often the door-
way to the households of mankind.

Those of us who live in the free world
must thank God for the providential
events which led Albert Einstein from
the Old World to our shores. It was his
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intervention which induced our Govern-
ment to move rapidly and boldly into the
all-out struggle for atomic power. With-
out that timely and fortunate event, the
history of our time might have been far
different.

Every free American owes a debt of
gratitude to this humble, earnest
scholar. He has joined the immortal
list of those scientists whose brilliant
minds have charted new paths for the
world to follow.

THE DIXON-YATES CONTRACT

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp at this point as a part of my
remarks a letter written by Mr. Frank
Ahlgren, publisher of the Memphis
Commercial-Appeal, and addressed to
Mr. DeWitt Wallace, publisher of the
Reader's Digest. In this letter, Mr. Ahl-
gren effectively answers the article pub-
lished in the current Reader's Digest,
which speaks for itself.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

MarcH 18, 1955.
Mr. DEwWITT WALLACE,
Publisher, Reader's Digest,
Pleasantville, N. Y.

Dear Mr. WaLLAce: The mail brings us a
proof from your April issue of William
Hard's account of the Dixon-Yates deal.
Your memorandum calls it an “informative
over-all story” and a “complete picture.”

It is nothing of the kind.

It is complete only in its presentation of
the power trust lobby version of this situa-
tion. It ignores questions of sound public
policy as asked by the numerous objectors
during months of controversy.

Leaving to one side the unquestionable
fact that fears for the future of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority have bearing on the
views of the objectors, and the fact that
the Democratic Party is using the question
for political advantage, this is a purchase
contract for payment of more than $500 mil-
lion in tax money for electricity ($20 million
for 25 years—and then the plant goes to the
company). The very size of the purchase
demands close examination on its own merits
and demerits. For your account to lump
this examination as “hot air” is a disservice
to the public interest.

Your account tells of an earlier Dixon of-
fer to sell power to TVA, without saying
what his price was, or how very much higher
it was than cost of other power to TVA, or
how high this price was in comparison with
prices offered by Mr. Dixon a few months
later, or the price now mentioned after the
spotlight was turned on.

Your account says the Dixon-Yates deal
obtained approval of all present members of
the AEC. The record shows only 2 members
of a 5-member board approved and that 1
of them has since attacked it, saying he
only approved in the hope of getting AEC
back to the atom business and away from
the power-brokerage business. (There was
one neutral member, one unconfirmed ap-
pointment, and one vacancy at the time of
the vote.) You say the Federal Power Com-
mission approved without mentioning that
this action was taken over the strong op-
position of the head of FPC's Bureau of Ac-
counts, Finances and Rates—the very men
most likely to understand what the contract
says. You say the General Accounting Office
approved. You do not record that the head
of GAO appeared before the Joint Committee
on Atomic energy in violent protest which
resulted in partial modifications.
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You put negotiation for power at Paducah
and Portsmouth, when the war situation de-
manded more atomic plant production at any
cost, on the same basis as negotiation for
West Memphis power, after the war situation
had calmed.

You explore timidly the “guaranteed prof-
it" angle of Dixon-Yates, without mentioning
the fact that two former high officials of Mr.
Dixon's companies have said for publication
that the company is guaranteed against loss.
There is nothing In your “‘complete picture”
to indicate that one interpretation of a clause
in this contract requires the AEC to pay the
full price of power even though the plant
produces none. Neither is there any hint of
the contract clauses which give the Dixon
company the chance to take power it is sell-
ing to the Government at 3.99 mills for its
own use at 1.863 mills, under terms which
could mean as much as $12 million a year
profit to the Dixon companies. The figures
have been published, without challenge, by
Walter Von Tresckow, who is bilased to be
sure (because he wanted to bid but was
brushed off) , but an experienced man in elec-
tricity and finance nonetheless.

Your “informative story"” mentions the tax
clause, without saying that the Dixon-Yates
proposal was so far out of line with precedent
in years of Government purchase contracts
that the United States Senate adopted special
legislation to bring it back into line. You do
not mention the many “adjustments” made
in faver of the Government after objectors
such as the New York Times, St. Louis Post-
Dispatch, Milwaukee Journal, and the Com-
mercial-Appeal brought the deal before the
publie.

We further object to this *“complete ac-
count” leaving out the announcement of
Memphis city officials that Memphis will an-
swer its own power needs by financing its own
generating plant, if necessary. This one fact
removes the whole objective of the Dixon-
Yates deal. It has a place In any fair sums-
mary of this situation.

And if you use some of your space to tell
of the protective attitude of this region to-
ward TVA, you surely should let your readers
know that Middle South is the present-day
heir of the very company which Memphis
voted out when TVA was voted in.

We are close to this situation. We have
worked through its detalls at great length
and we are thoroughly convinced that it is
against the public interest. You have only
to ask: Why was there no opportunity to bid
on this job? To realize it was rigged from the
start. We are surprised that Mr. Hard, os-
tensibly a reporter, would approach the story
with so little regard for objectivity—that he,
and you, would violate the primary rule of
journalism that requires examination of both
sides of a controversy.

Your truly,
FRANK AHLGREN,

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY FORMER
PRESIDENT TRUMAN

- Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have a brief announcement to
make to the Senate. I am about to sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. After the
roll is called, and a quorum is developed,
the Senate will receive a visit from a very
distinguished former Member of this
body.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the

~order for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, we have in the Chamber today a
former colleague who has come back to
pay us a visit.

Many honors have come to him since
he left our ranks more than a decade ago.
One of those honors was the highest office
in our land, the Presidency of the United
States.

He led our Nation through some of the
most serious crises in its history. He
traveled abroad, and in the name of all
our people, dealt with foreign potentates
on an equal footing. At all times he dis-
played courage and fortitude and pa-
triotism that gained him the respect
even of his enemies.

However, Mr. President, I should like
to welcome him back today as a man
who is returning for a visit to a dearly
beloved home, peopled by very beloved
friends.

His life is an important chapter in
Senate history. He is already a part of
our traditions and a part of our lore.
This is a better Senate because he was a
part of it.

On behalf of my colleagues, I say:
“Welcome back Mr. Truman. The latch-
string is always out whenever you pass
this way.”

Mr. President, I believe it would be
very appropriate if we might have the
pleasure of hearing from our distin-
guished former colleague, and with that
purpose in view, I ask unanimous con-
sent that he be given the privilege at this
time to submit whatever remarks he may
care to make.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
should like to associate myself with the
request made by the distinguished
majority leader, and to join in welcom-
ing to the Senate a distinguished former
Member of this body, one of two living
ex-Presidents of the United States. He
will always find here a most cordial bi-
partisan welcome.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the unani-
mous-consent request of the Senator
from Texas? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I also ask unanimous consent that
immediately following the remarks of
Mr. Truman, the Senate take a recess,
subject to the call of the Chair, to enable
Senators to greet our former colleague.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

The Chair recognizes the former Pres-
ident of the United States, and our
former colleague. [Applause.]

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President and
Members of the Senate, thank you very,
very much.

When I was a Member of the Senate
the rules prohibited applause in the
Senate. Has that rule been repealed?
[Laughter.]

I cannot tell the Members of the Sen-
ate how very much I appreciate the
privilege and the honor which has heen
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accorded me. The happiest days of my
30 years of political life were spent at
the desk where I now stand. I do not
know of anything I could say that could
impress you with the full meaning of the
statement that my heart has always been
in this Chamber. I wanted to remain
here, but circumstances prevented it.

I met with an experience this morning
which I never expected to have. I ap-
peared before the distinguished Foreign
Relations Committee of this body, on the
wrong side of the table. I wish to say
that never in my entire life have I been
more courteously treated than I was at
that meeting of the committee. I trust
the statement which I made will be a
contribution to the information of that
great committee.

I sincerely hope that the Senate will
always continue to be, as it has been in
the past, the greatest deliberative body
in the history of the world. It is an
honor for any man to serve in this great
body, and I consider the 10 years spent
here by me the greatest 10 years of my
entire life.

I consider this visit a very great privi-
lege, Mr. President, and I appreciate the
honor which has been extended to me.

[Prolonged applause, Senators rising.]

RECESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. In accordance with the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the Senate
will now stand in recess subject to the
call of the Chair.

(Thereupon, at 12 o'clock and 42 min-
utes p. m., the Senate took a recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.)

The Senate reassembled at 12 o'clock
and 51 minutes p. m., when called to
order by the Acting President pro tem-
pore,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
the light of the uncertainty of how the
Senate will proceed, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call may be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CorronN in the chair). Is there objec-
tion? The Chair hears none, and it is
s0 ordered.

COLORADO RIVER STORAGE
PROJECT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if
there be no further morning business, I
ask that the Chair lay before the Sen-
ate the unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business, which is Senate bill 500.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 500) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to construect, oper-
ate, and maintain the Colorado River
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storage project and participating proj-
ects, and for other purposes.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, is my
understanding correct that the bill now
before the Senate is the Colorado River
storage project bill, and that it is now
in order to proceed with the considera-
tion of any amendments thereto?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
bill is now before the Senate, and the
consideration of the committee amend-
ments is now in order. The clerk will
state the first committee amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2,
line 2, after the word “use”, it is pro-
posed to strike out “making it possible
for the States of the upper basin to uti-
lize” and insert in lieu thereof *“com-
mencing a program for utilization in the
States of the upper basin.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I de-
sire to inquire of my friend, the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico, if he
intends to propose to have all the com-
mittee amendments agreed to, and then
to proceed to discuss the bill. I ask the
question, in part, because I understand
the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr,
NevuBerGeER] intends to offer an amend-
ment, and I was wondering what the
procedure would be.

Mr. ANDERSON. My thought was, if
I may respond to the distinguished
Senator from California, to have the
Senate proceed to agree to the commit-
tee amendments, recognizing the fact
that the Senator from Oregon subse-
quently will offer an amendment dealing
with Echo Park Dam. I should cer-
tainly wish to protect his parliamentary
right to offer that amendment. I feel
sure that it would be in order at a sub-
sequent time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ments from the floor will be in order after
the committee amendments have been
disposed of.

Mr. ANDERSON. Did the Senator
from California get a sufficient answer
to his question? The procedure being
followed is merely the usual procedure,
having the committee amendments acted
on first. After the committee amend-
ments have been acted on, then it will be
in order for any Senator to offer an
amendment to the perfected bill.

Mr. KUCHEL. 1 wish to be certain
of my understanding with respect to an
additional point. As I recall, 1 or 2 pro-
posed amendments of which I was the
author were offered in committee, but
I do not believe they were accepted by
the committee. Language somewhat
different was adopted. If the amend-
ments of the committee shall be adopted,
is my understanding correct that I may,
at a subsequent time, if I so desire, move
to strike any of the committee amend-
ments, or to substitute other language
therefor?

Mr. ANDERSON. Ishould like to have
the Chair rule on that question, but cer-
tainly it is my understanding that the
Senator from California could subse-
quently offer an amendment to strike
out.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is informed that committee
amendments are subject to amendment,
and if any Senator has any amendment
to offer to one of the committee amend-
ments, it should be offered at the time
the committee amendment is pending

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, do I
not have the right to ask that my sug-
gestions be adopted? In other words, do
Inot have a right to ask that subsequent-
ly any Member of the Senate shall have
the opportunity to move that a commit-
tee amendment be stricken or changed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Most
certainly, if the Senator asks unanimous
consent, and it is granted, that may be
done. The Senator is asking that cer-
tain amendments he desires to offer to
the committee amendments be deferred
until all the committee amendments are
adopted, and that he be permitted to
offer them at that time.

Mr. EUCHEL. No. Let me phrase it
differently, and see if the Senator from
New Mexico will agree with the request.

I ask unanimous consent that at any
time prior to the vote on the final passage
of S. 500, any Member of the Senate
may have the right to offer an amend-
ment by which a committee amendment
previously adopted may be stricken or
changed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As the
Chair understands the Senator from
California, his unanimous-consent re-
quest is that at any time prior to the final
passage of S. 500 any Member of the
Senate may offer amendments to the
committee amendments which previously
have been adopted.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator from California
would modify his request so as to make
it apply only to the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. NEuBeRGErR] and the Senator
from California [Mr. KucHEL].

Mr. KUCHEL. Yes.

Mr. ANDERSON. I think his original
request was too broad. There is no dis-
position on our part to foreclose any
amendments. If the unanimous-consent
request were so limited, I would have no
objection to it.

Mr. KUCHEL. I adopt the suggestion
of the Senator from New Mexico as my
unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous-consent request now is that
prior to the final passage of S. 500, the
Senator from California [Mr. KucHEL]
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEu=-
BERGER] may be permitted to offer
amendments to the committee amend-
ments which have been adopted before
that time. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The clerk will state the second com-
mittee amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, in
line 16, after the wora “works”, it is pro-
posed to strike out “Cross Mountain.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 2,
line 17, after the word “Canyon”, to in-
sert “Juniper.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 2,
in line 23, after the word “level”, to in-
sert “and approved by the Colorado
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Water Conservation Board,”; in line 24,
after the word “thereof”, to insert “and
of the Juniper unit,”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, in
view of the agreement we have had with
the Senator from California, I ask unan-
imous consent that the committee
amendments be agreed to en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the remaining committee amendments
are agreed to en bloe.

The remaining committee amend-
ments agreed to en bloc are as follows:

On page 3, line 2, after the word "of”, to
strike out “such” and insert *“each;” in line
5, after the word “of"”, to strike out “such”
and insert “each;" in line 15, after the word
“Navajo”, to insert “Parshall, Troublesome,
Rabbit Ear, Eagle Divide, Woody Creek, West
Divide, Bluestone, Battlement Mesa, Tomichi
Creek, East River, Ohlo Creek, Fruitland
Mesa, Bostwick Park, Grand Mesa, Dallas
Creek, BSavery-Pot Hook, Dolores, Fruit
Growers Extension, and Sublette;” in line
20, after the word “That”, to strike out
“(a);” on page 4, line 14, after the word
“law"”, to strike out: “Section 1 (c) of the
Flood Control Act of 1944 shall, except as
hereinafter provided for the San Juan Chama
and the Navaho participating project, not be
applicable to such supplemental reports; and,
{b) that no appropriation for or construc-
tion of the San Juan Chama project or the
Navajo pa:ticipating project shall be made or
begun uatil coordinated reports thereon
shall have been submitted to the affected
States, including (but without limiting the
generality of the foregoing) the State of
Texas, pursuant to the act of December 22,
1944, and sald projects shall have been ap-
proved and authorized by the Congress."

At the top of page 5, in line 1, after the
amendment just above stated, to insert: “Ex-
cept as herelnafter provided, section 1 (c)
of the Flood Control Act of 1944 shall not
be applicable to such supplemental reports:
Provided further, That with respect to the
BSan Juan-Chama, Navajo Parshall, Trouble-
some, Rabbit Ear, Eagle Divide, Woody
Creek, West Divide, Bluestone, Battlement
Mesa, Tomichi Creek, East River, Ohio Creek,
Fruitland Mesa, Bostwick Park, Grand Mesa,
Dallas Creek, Savery-Pot Hook, Dolores, Fruit
Growers Extension, and Sublette participat-
ing projects no appropriation for or construc-
tion of such participating projects shall be
made or begun until coordinated reports
thereon shall have been submitted to the
affected States (which in the case of the San
Juan-Chama and Navajo participating proj-
ects shall include the State of Texas), pur-
suant to the act of December 22, 1944, and
such participating projects shall have been
approved and authorized by act of Con-
gress:"”; on page 6, beginning in line 4,
to strike out:

“Sec. 2. In order to achieve such compre-
hensive development as will assure the con-
sumptive use in the States of the upper Colo-
rado River Basin of waters of the Colorado
River system the use of which is apportioned
to the upper Colorado River Basin by the
Colorado River compact and to each Btate
thereof by the upper Colorado River Basin
compact, it is the intent of the Congress in
the future to authorize the construction, op-
eration, and maintenance of further units of
the Colorado River storage project, of addi-
tional phases of participating projects au-
thorized in this act, and of new participating
projects as additional Information becomes
avallable and additional needs are indicated.
It is hereby declared to be the purpose of
the Congress to authorize as participating
projects only projects (including units or
phases thereof)—
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“(1) for the use, in one or more of the
States designated in article III of the upper
Colorado River Basin compact, of waters of
the upper Colorado River system the con-
sumptive use of which is apportioned to
those States by that article; and

“(2) for which pertinent data sufficient to
determine their probable engineering and
economic justification and feasibility shall be
avallable. It is likewise declared to be the
policy of the Congress that the costs of any
participating project authorized in the future
shall be amortized from its own revenues to
the fullest extent consistent with the pro-
visions of this act and Federal reclamation
law; and insert:

“Sec. 2. It is not the intention of Con-
gress, in authorizing only those projects
designated in section 1 of this act, to limit,
restrict, or otherwise interfere with such
comprehensive developments as will provide
for the consumptive use by States of the
upper Colorado River Basin of waters, the
use of which is apportioned to the upper
Colorado River Basin by the Colorado River
Compact and to each State thereof by the
Upper Colorado River Basin Compact, nor
to preclude consideration and authorization
by the Congress of additional projects under
the allocations in the compacts as addi-
tional needs are indicated.”s

On page 7, line 24, after “(a)", to strike
out “irrigation repayment”; on page 8, line
2, after the word “the”, to insert “irriga-
tion"”; on page 9, line 12, after the word
“Treasury”, to insert “and such funds shall
be available for expenditures within the
limitations of the provisions of this act.”;
on page 10, line 12, after the word “act", to
insert “After repayments to the United States
of all moneys required to be repaild under
this aect, such revenue shall be available
for expenditures within the upper Colorado
River Basin as may hereafter be authorized
by Congress."

On page 12, line 24, after the word “year”,
to strike out “1855" and insert “1956"; on
page 13, line 7, after the word “powerplants”,
to insert “and transmission lines”; on page
14, line B, after the word "provided”, to
insert “for™; in line 22, after the word *“the”,
to strike out “Cross Mountain,”; in line 23,
after the word "Canyon,” to insert “Juniper’;
on page 15, line 19, after the numerals 12",
to insert “(a)” in line 24, after the word
“Compact”, to insert “the upper Colorado
River Basin compact,”; on page 16, line 6,
after the word "“States", to insert “either
on its own behalf or as parens patriae,';
in line 18, after the word “River"”, to strike
out "and its tributaries” and insert “System'’;
in line 17, after the word “purposes”, to
strike out “within any of the States of the
upper Colorado River Basin"; and after line
18, to insert:

“(b) In the operation of works under his
Jurisdiction for the storage and release of
waters of the Colorado River system and in
programing the storage and release of such
waters, the Secretary of the Interior shall
consult from time to time with an advisory
committee consisting of 1 representative
appointed by each of the Colorado River
Basin States, 1 representative of the Colo-
rado River Board of California, 1 repre-
sentative of the Upper Colorado River Com-
mission, and 1 representative of the United
States Sectlon of the International Boundary
Commission, United States and Mexico.”

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That, in order to ini-
tiate the comprehensive development of the
water resources of the Upper Colorado River
Basin, the Congress, in the exercise of its
constitutional authority to provide for the
general welfare, to regulate commerce among
the States and with the Indian tribes, and
to make all needful rules and regulations
respecting property belonging to the United
States, and for the purposes, among others,
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of regulating the flow of the Colorado River,
storing water for beneficial consumptive use,
commencing a program for utilization in the
States of the upper basin, consistently with
the provisions of the Colorado River com-
pact, the apportionments made to and among
them in the Colorado River compact and the
upper Colorado River Basin compact, re-
spectively, providing for the reclamation of
arid and semiarid land, for the control of
floods and for the improvement of naviga-
tion, and the generation of hydroelectric
power, as an incident of the foregoing pur-
poses, hereby authorizes the Secretary of the
Interior (1) to construct, operate, and main-
tain the following initial units of the Colo-
rado River storage project, consisting of
dams, reservoirs, powerplants, transmission
facilities and appurtenant works: Curecanti,
Echo Park, Flaming Gorge, Glen Canyon,
Juniper, and Navaho: Provided, That the
Curecantl Dam shall be constructed to a
height which will impound not less than
940,000 acre-feet of water or will create a
reservoir of such greater capacity as can be
obtained by a high waterline located at 7,520
feet above mean sea level and approved by
the Colorado Water Conservation Board, and
that construction thereof, and of the Juniper
unit, shall not be undertaken until the Sec-
retary has, on"the basis of further engineer-
ing and economic investigations, reexam-
ined the economic justification of each unit
and, accompanied by appropriate documen-
tation in the form of a supplemental report,
has certified to the Congress and to the Pres-
ident that, in his judgment, the benefits of
each unit will exceed its costs; and (2) to
construct, operate, and maintain the follow-
ing additional reclamation projects (includ-
ing power-generating and transmission facil-
itles related thereto), hereinafter referred to
as participating projects: Central Utah (ini-
tlal phase); Emery County, Florida, Goose-
berry, Hammond, La Barge, Lyman, Paonia
(including the Minnesota unit, a dam and
reservoir on Muddy Creek just above its con-
fluence with the North Fork of the Gunni-
son River, and other necessary works), Pine
River Extension, Seedskadee, Silt, Smith
Fork, San Juan-Chama, Navaho, Parshall,
Troublesome, Rabbit Ear, Eagle Divide,
‘Woody Creek, West Divide, Bluestone, Bat-
tlement Mesa, Tomichi Creek, East River,
Ohio Creek, Fruitland Mesa, Bostwick Park,
Grand Mesa, Dallas Creek, Savery-Pot Hook,
Dolores, Frult Growers Extension, and Sub-
lette: Provided, That construction of the
participating projects set forth in this clause
(2) shall not be undertaken until the Secre-
tary has reexamined the economic justifica-
tion of such project and, accompanied by
appropriate documentation in the form of
a supplemental report, has certified to the
Congress, through the President, that, in his
judgment, the benefits of such project will
exceed its costs, and that the financial reim-
bursability requirements set forth in section
4 of this act can be met. The Secretary’'s
supplemental report for each such project
shall include, among other things, (1) a re-
appraisal of the prospective direct agricul-
tural benefits of the project made by the
Secretary after consultation with the Secre-
tary of Agriculture; (ii) a reevaluation of
the nondirect benefits of the project; and
(iil) allocations of the total cost of construc-
tion of each participating project or sepa-
rable features thereof, excluding any ex-
penditures authorized by section 7 of this
act, to power, lrrigation, municipal water
supply, flood control or navigation, or any
other purpose authorized under reclamation
law. Except as hereinafter provided, section
1 (e¢) of the Flood Control Act of 1944 shall
not be applicable to such supplemental re-
ports: Provided further, That with respect to
the San Juan-Chama, Navaho, Parshall,
Troublesome, Rabbit Ear, Eagle Divide,
Woody Creek, West Divide, Bluestone, Bat-
tlement Mesa, Tomichi Creek, East River,
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Ohlo Creek, Frultland Mesa, Bostwick Park,
Grand Mesa, Dallas Creek, Savery-Pot Hook,
Dolores, Fruit Growers Extension, and Sub-
lette participating projects no appropriation
for or construction of such participating
projects shall be made or begun until coordi~-
nated reports thereon shall have been sub-
mitted to the affected States (which in the
case of the San Juan-Chama and Navaho
participating projects shall include the
State of Texas), pursuant to the act of De-
cember 22, 1944, and such participating
projects shall have been approved and au-
thorized by act of Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That with reference to the San Juan-
Chama project, it shall be limited to a single
off stream dam and reservoir on a tributary
of the Chama River to be used solely for the
control and regulation of water imported
from the San Juan River, that no power
facilities shall be established, installed, or
operated along the diversion or on the reser-
voir or dam, and such dam and reservoir
shall at all times be operated by the Bureau
of Reclamation of the Department of the
Interior in strict compliance with the Rio
Grande compact as administered by the Rlo
Grande Compact Commission.

Sec. 2. It is not the intention of Congress,
in authorizing only those projects desig-
nated in section 1 of this act, to limit, re-
strict, or otherwise Interfere with such com-
prehensive developments as will provide for
the consumptive use by States of the Upper
Colorado River Basin of waters, the use of
which is apportioned to the Upper Colorado
River Basin by the Colorado River compact
and to each State thereof by the Upper Colo=-
rado River Basin compact, nor to preclude
consideration and authorization by the Con-
gress of additional projects under the allo-
cations in the compacts as additional needs
are indicated.

Sec. 3. Except as otherwise provided in
this act, in constructing, operating, and
maintaining the units of the Colorado River
storage project and the participating proj-
ects listed in section 1 of this act, the Secre=
tary shall be governed by the Federal recla-
mation laws (act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat.
388, and acts amendatory thereof or supple-
mentary thereto): Provided, That (a) con-
tracts shall be entered into which, except as
otherwise provided for the Paonia and Eden
projects, provide for repayment of the irri-
gation obligation assumed thereunder with
respect to any project contract unit over a
period of not more than 50 years exclusive
of any development period authorized by
law; (b) prior to construction of irrigation
distribution facilities, repayment contracts
shall be made with an “organization” as de-
fined in paragraph 2 (g) of the Reclamation
Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187) which has
the capacity to levy assessments upon all tax-
able real property located within its bound-
aries to assist in making repayments, except
where a substantial proportion of the lands
to be served are owned by the United States;
(c) contracts relating to municipal water
supply may be made without regard to the
limitations of the last sentence of section 9
(c) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939;
and (d), as to Indian lands within, under, or
served by any participating project, payment
of construction costs within the capability
of the land to repay shall be subject to the
act of July 1, 1932 (47 Stat. 564). Al
units and participating projects shall be sub-
ject to the apportionments of the use of
water between the upper and lower basins
of the Colorado River and among the States
of the upper basin fixed in the Colorado
River compact and the upper Colorado River
Basin compact, respectively, and to the
terms of the treaty with the United Mexican
States (treaty series 994).

Sec. 4. (a) There is hereby authorized a
separate fund in the Treasury of the United
States to be known as the Upper Colorado
River Basin fund (hereinafter referred to
as the basin fund), which shall remain avail-
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able until expended, as hereafter provided,
for carrying out provisions of this act other
than sectlon 7. '

(b) All appropriations made for the pur-
pose of carrying out the provisions of this
act, other than section 7, shall be credited
to the basin fund as advances from the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury, and such funds
shall be avallable for expenditures within
the limitations of the provisions of this act.

{c) All revenues collected in connection
with the operation of the Colorado River
storage project and participating projects
shall be credited to the basin fund, and shall
be available, without further appropriation,
for (1) defraying the costs of operation,
maintenance, and replacements of, and
emergency expenditures for, all facilitles of
the Colorado River storage project and par-
ticipating projects, within such  separate
limitations as may be included in annual
appropriation acts, (2) payment as required
by subsection (d) of this section, (3) pay-
ment of the reimbursable construction costs
of the Paonia project which are beyond the
ability of the water users to repay within the
period prescribed in the act of June 25, 1947
(61 Stat. 181), said payment to be made
within 50 years after completion of that por-
tion of the project which has not been con-
structed as of the date of this act, and (4)
payment in connection with the irrigation
features of the Eden project as specified in
the act of June 28, 1949 (63 Stat. 277) : Pro-
vided, That revenues credited to the basin
fund shall not be available for appropriation
for construction of the units and partici=-
pating projects authorized by or pursuant to
this act. After repayments to the United
States of all money required to be repaid un-
der this act, such revenue shall be available
for expenditures within the upper Colorado
River Basin as may hereafter be authorized
by Congress. 1523

(d) Revenues in the basin fund in excess
of operating needs shall be pald annually
to the general fund of the Treasury to re-
turn—

(1) the costs of each unit, participating
project, or any separable feature thereof
which are allocated to power pursuant to
section 5 of this act, within a period not ex-
ceeding 50 years from the date of com-
pletion of such unit, participating project,
or separable feature thereof;

(2) the costs of each unit, participating
project, or any separable feature thereof
which are allocated to municipal water sup-
ply pursuant to section 5 of this act, within
a period not exceeding 50 years from the
date of completion of such unit, participat-
ing project, or separable feature thereof;

(3) interest on the unamortized balance
of the investment (including interest during
construction) in the power and municipal
water supply features of each unit, partici-
pating project, or any separable feature
thereof, at a rate determined by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury as provided in subsec-
tlon (e), and interest due shall be a first
charge; and

(4) the costs of each unit, participating
project, or any separable feature thereof
which are allocated to irrigation pursuant to
gection 5 of this act within a period not ex-
ceeding 50 years, in addition to any develop-
ment period authorized by law, from the
date of completion of such unit, participat-
ing project, or separable features thereof, or,
in the cases of the Paonia project and of
Indian lands, within a period consistent with
other provisions of law applicable thereto.

(e) The interest rate applicable to each
unit of the storage project -and each partic-
ipating project shall be determined by the
Becretary of the Treasury as of the time the
first advance is made for initiating construc-
tion of said unit or project. Such interest
rate shall be determined by calculating the
average yield to maturity on the basis of
dally closing market bid quotations during
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the month of June next preceding the fiscal
year in which said advance is made, on all
interest-bearing marketable public debt ob-
ligations of the United States having a ma-
turity date of 15 or more years from the first
day of sald month, and by adjusting such
average annual yield to the nearest one-
eighth of 1 percent.

(f) Business-type budgets shall be sub-
mitted to the Congress annually for all
operations financed by the Basin Fund.

Sec. 5. Upon completion of each unit, par-
ticipating project, or separable feature
thereof the Secretary shall allocate the total
costs (excluding any expenditures author-
ized by sec. 7 of this act) of constructing
said unit, project, or feature to power, irriga-
tion, municipal water supply, flood control,
navigation, or any other purposes authorized
under reclamation law. Allocations of con-
struction, operation, and maintenance costs
to authorize nonreimbursable purposes shall
be nonreturnable under the provisions of
this act. On January 1 of each year the
Secretary shall report to the Congress for
the previous fiscal year, beginning with the
fiscal year 1856, upon the status of the
revenues from and the cost of constructing,
operating, and maintaining the Colorado
River storage project and the participating
projects. The Secretary’s report shall be pre-
pared to reflect accurately the Federal in-
vestment allocated at that time to power, to
irrigation, and to other purposes, the
progress of return and repayment thereon,
and the estimated rate of progress, year by
year, in accomplishing full repayment.

Sec. 6. The hydroelectric powerplants and
transmission lines authorized by this act to
be constructed, operated, and maintained by
the Secretary shall be operated in conjunc-
tion with other Federal powerplants, present
and potential, so as to produce the greatest
practicable amount of power and energy
that can be sold at firm power and energy
rates, but no exercise of the authority hereby
granted shall affect or Interfere with the
operation of any provision of the Colorado
River compact, the Upper Colorado River
Basin Compact, or the Boulder Canyon Proj-
ect Act.

Sec. 7. In connection with the develop-
ment of the Colorado River storage project
and of the participating projects, the Secre-
tary is authorized and directed to investi-
gate, plan, construct, operate, and maintain
(1) public recreational facilities on lands
withdrawn or acquired for the development
of saild project or of sald participating proj-
ects, to conserve the scenery, the natural,
historie, and archeologic objects, and the
wildlife on said lands, and to provide for
public use and enjoyment of the same and
of the water areas created by these projects
by such means as are consistent with the
primary purposes of said projects; and (2)
facilities to mitigate losses of and improve
conditions for the propagation of fish and
wildlife. The Secretary is authorized to ac-
quire lands and to withdraw public lands
from entry or other disposition under the
public land laws necessary for the construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of the
facilities herein provided for, and to dis-
pose of them to Federal, State, and local
governmental agencies by lease, transfer,
exchange, or conveyance upon such terms
and conditions as will best promote their
development and operation in the public
interest. All costs incurred pursuant to this
section shall be nonreimbursable and non-
returnable,

Sec. 8. Nothing contained in this act shall
be construed to alter, amend, repeal, con-
strue, interpret, modify, or be in conflict with
any provision of the Boulder Canyon Proj-
ect Act (45 Stat, 1057), the Boulder Canyon
Project Adjustment Act (54 Stat. 774), the
Colorado River compact, the Upper Colorado
River Basin Compact, the Rio Grande com-
pact of 1838, or the treaty with the United
Mexican States (treaty series 994).
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Sec. 9. Expenditures for the Flaming
Gorge, Glen Canyon, Juniper, Navaho, and
Echo Park initial units of the Colorado
River storage project may be made without
regard to the soll survey and land classifi-
cation requirements of the Interior Depart-
ment Appropriation Aect, 1054.

SEec. 10. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be required
to carry out the purposes of this act.

Sec. 11. The appropriate agencies of the
United States are authorized to convey to
the city and county of Denver, Colo. for
use as a part of its municipally owned water
system, such interests in lands and water
rights used or acquired by the United States
solely for the generation of power and other
property of the United States as shall be
required in connection with the develop-
ment or use of its Blue River project, upon
payment by Denver for any such interest
of the value thereof at the time of its acqui-
sition by Denver, and provided that any
such transfer shall be so limited as not to
preclude the use of the property other than
water rights for the necessary functions of
the United States Government.

8ec. 12. (a) In the operation and main-
tenance of all facilities, authorized by Fed-
eral law and under the jurisdiction and
supervision of the Secretary of the Interior,
in the basin of the Colorado River, the Sec-
retary of the Interior is directed to comply
with the applicable provisions of the Colo-
rado River compact, the upper Colorado
River Basin compact, the Boulder Canyon
Project Act, the Boulder Canyon Project
Adjustment Act, and the treaty with the
United Mexican States, in the storage and
release of water from reservoirs in the Colo-
rado River Basin. In the event of the fail-
ure of the Secretary of the Interior to so
comply, any State of the Colorado River
Basin may maintain an action in the Su-
preme Court of the United States, either on
its own behalf or as parens patriae, to en-
force the provisions of this section, and con-
sent is given to the joinder of the United
States as a party in such suit or suits. No
right to impound or use water for the gen-
eration of power or energy, created or estab-
lished by the building, operation or use of
any of the powerplants authorized by this
act, shall be deemed to have priority over
or otherwise operate to preclude or impair
any use, regardless of the date of origin of
such use, of the waters of the Colorado River
system for domestic or agricultural pur-
poses.

(b) In the operation of works under his
jurisdiction for the storage and release of
waters of the Colorado River system and in
programing the storage and release of such
waters, the Secretary of the Interior shall
consult from time to time with an advisory
committee consisting of one representative
appointed by each of the Colorado River
Basin States, one representative of the Colo-
rado River Board of California, one repre-
sentative of the Upper Colorado River Com-
mission, and one representative of the United
States section of the International Bound-
ary Commission, United States and Mexico.

Sec. 13. As used in this act—

The terms “Colorado River Basin,” “Colo-
rado River compact,” “Colorado River sys-
tem,"” “Lee Ferry,” “States of the upper divi-
sion,” *“upper basin,” and “domestic use”
shall have the meaning ascribed to themr in
article II of the upper Colorado River Basin
compact;

The term “States of the upper Colorado
River Basin" ghall mean the States of Ari-
zona, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyo-
ming;

The term *“upper Colorado River Basin”
shall have the same meaning as the term
“upper basin";

The term “Upper Colorado River Basin
compact” shall mean that certaln compact
executed on October 11, 1948, by commis-
sioners representing the States of Arizona,
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Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming,
and consented to by the Congress of the
United States of America by act of April
6, 1949 (63 Stat. 31);

The term “Rio Grande compact” shall
mean that certain compact executed on
March 18, 1938, by commissioners represent-
ing the States of Colorado, New Mexico, and
Texas and consented to by the Congress of
the United States of America by act of May
31, 1939 (53 Stat. 785); and

The term “‘treaty with the United Mexican
States” shall mean that certain treaty be-
tween the United States of America and
the United Mexican States signed at Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, February 3,
1944, relating to the utilization of the waters
of the Colorado River and other rivers, as
amended and supplemented by the protocol
dated November 14, 1844, and the under-
standings recited in the Senate resolution of
April 18, 1945, advising and consenting to
ratification thereof,

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, so that
I may be correctly advised by the Chair,
I should like to inquire whether amend-
ments will be in order prior to the vote
on the final passage of S. 500.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that is the unani-
mous-consent agreement which applies
to the Senator from California [Mr.
KuceeL] and the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. NEUBERGER].

The bill is open to further amendment.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator will state it.

Mr. NEUBERGER. When the Chair
was engaging in a colloguy with the
junior Senator from California, I did not
hear all that was said. Am I to under-
stand that an amendment to S. 500 will
be in order up until the time of the final
vote on the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend=-
ments to S. 500 are in order now. The
unanimous-consent agreement obtained
by the Senator from California for him-
self and the Senator from Oregon was
that amendments to the committee
amendments would be received from
those two Senators up to the vote on
the final passage of the hill. Amend-
ments to the bill which have nothing to
do with committee amendments are in
order now.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, for
my better information, I rise to pro-
pound a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sentor from Vermont will state it.

Mr. FLANDERS. Senate bill 500 is be=
fore the Senate, and the committee
amendments to the bill have been
adopted en bloe. Therefore, we now have
before us the bill as reported by the com=
mittee, and all the committee amend=-
ments have been adopted. Do I correctly
understand that the parts of the bill rep-
resented by the committee amendments
are now sacred and are not now subject
to amendment, except as amendments
may be proposed by the two Senators
who, by unanimous consent, were given
the privilege of submitting amendments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is informed that, under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the parts of
the bill which have been amended by
committee amendment can be altered

The



4546

now only by the submission of amend=
ments by the Senator from California
[Mr., KucHEL] or the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. NEUBERGER], or under a motion
to reconsider a committee amendment
heretofore adopted which some Senator
may desire to have changed.

Mr. FLANDERS. So amendments to
the committee amendments can be made
now only through the process of recon-
sideration. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes,
within 2 days.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, let
me state there is no desire on the part
of those who are sponsoring the bill to
shut off the offering of amendments.

The original request by the Senator
from California, if granted, would have
resulted in our going over and over the
same ground. If the Senator from Ver-
mont wishes to submit an amendment,
I can assure him that he will not have
to resort to any unusual practice in or-
der to obtain consideration of his
amendment. Nothing of that sort is in
the heart of any Member of the Senate,
I am sure; and I assure him that the bill
is open to amendment by him or by any
other Senator. The only desire is to pre-
vent our going over and over the same
matter.

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico, and I thank the
Chair,

Mr. President, I was as much inter-
ested in the general principle involved as
I was in this particular instance. I have
been here only 8 years, and I keep learn-
ing things I did not know.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, my
only concern in raising the point at all
was in the interest of orderly procedure.
I was acquainted with the fact that the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER]
intended to offer an amendment. I
wished to protect my own rights in op-
posing any of the committee amend-
ments. However, it seemed to me that
orderly procedure would require that the
bill be first discussed generally, pro and
con. Thereafter, Members of the Sen-
ate would be a little better informed as
to what they might wish to do with re-
spect to amendments.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not the un-
derstanding that the action which has
been taken by the Senate to expedite
orderly procedure on the bill would per-
mit amendments in the first degree, even
with respect to those parts of the bill
which were amended by committee
amendments? Was that not the intent
of the author of the unanimous-consent
request, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AwpErson], when he proceeded to
clarify the situation? Was it not the
intent to have before us for considera-
tion a single piece of legislation? X

Mr. KUCHEL. If the Senator ad-
dresses that question to me, I think the
Chair had ruled that, by the simple proc-
ess of moving to reconsider any amend-
ment which has been adopted by the
Senate on the recommendation of the
committee, any Member of the Senate
may exercise his rights.
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Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as I
understood the statement of the Senator
from New Mexico, amendments in the
second degree would also be permitted.
I ask the Chair whether or not amend-

ments in the second degree are also.

permissible.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is informed that committee
amendments are amendments in the first
degree, and that any amendments to
committee amendments are amendments
in the second degree. No further
amendments could be offered, under the
rules, to the same committee amend-
ment, after one amendment to the com-
mittee amendment had been agreed to.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
have the honor today to present to the
Senate for its consideration S. 500, to
authorize the Colorado River storage
project, as reported favorably with
amendments from the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs with only one
dissenting voice. Twelve Senators
signed the report, No. 128; one presented
separate views with respect to one fea-
ture of the bill; a thirteenth Senator
filed minority views, and 2 members of
the committee abstained from taking a
position on the report.

To the minds of most western people
concerned with the conservation for use
of the precious water resources of the
arid and semiarid areas, S. 500 is per-
haps the most vital legislation of this
character before the Congress since the
reclamation law of 1902, which was
sponsored by President Theodore Roose-
velt. In the 53 years that have elapsed
since that memorable and far-reaching
law was enacted, most of the West has
moved forward.

Irrigation, which is essential to the
stabilization of agriculture west of the
100th meridian, has expanded under rec-
lamation and private initiative. Multi=
ple-purpose dams financed by congres-
sional appropriations store water for ir-
rigation, flood control, river regulation,
recreation, and the production of hydro-
power for industries, rural and urban
use. Power revenues assist in repaying
irrigation costs beyond the ability of
water users to repay. In 50 years, Con-
gress has appropriated approximately
$2.5 billion for reclamation construction.
The areas in the West created or sup-
ported by reclamation developments
since 1916 have paid more than that
amount into the Federal Treasury in in-
come and other Federal taxes.

I have many times pointed out, with
respect to the Salt River project in the
State of Arizona, that not only is the
Federal Government receiving back the
entire cost of the project, but the farm-
ers under that project, because of the
water which is supplied to their farms,
have paid to the Federal Treasury, in
income taxes alone, three times the en-
tire cost of the Salt River project.

California, from Oregon to the Mexi-
can border, has shared in this expansion
stimulated by Federal appropriations.
The Pacific Northwest has likewise sef
a pace for industrial growth, and the
Missouri River Basin project, authorized
by the Congress in 1944, is under way to
protect seven more States from the rav-
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ages of drought, wind, and floods. Cur-
rent estimates of the costs to complete
the Missouri Basin project approach $5
billion, including the programs of the
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of
Engineers. .

Only the upper Colorado River Basin
awaits recognition by the Congress of the
United States as an area that needs and
deserves conservation of its water re-
sources for irrigation to stabilize its
agriculture and hydropower to stimulate
its industrial and rural development and
aid in returning the costs to the Federal
Treasury. Incidental recreational and
flood-control benefits round out the
multiple-purpose features of the project
to be authorized by S. 500.

The States of the upper basin are
Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wy-
oming.

S. 500 has four principal purposes,
which are outlined more in detail in the
report, and which will be discussed more
fully by other Senators.

First, it would authorize 6 holdover
storage reservoirs, 5 of which have hy-
dropower plants, transmission lines, and
incidental works. These reservoirs are
vital to the control of the Colorado River
and to insure that the upper basin can
fulfill the commitments in the Colorado
River compact of 1922 not to deplete the
flow of the stream below an aggregate
of 75 million acre-feet for any period of
10 consecutive years. The power instal-
lations will assure double or triple use
of the waters of the Colorado without
affecting the obligations of the upper
basin. Power revenues will repay to the
Federal Treasury not only the returnable
costs of the reservoirs, facilities, et cetera,
but will contribute materially to return-
ing irrigation costs beyond the ability of
the water users to repay. The ultimate
installed power capacity to be authorized
is 1,200,000 kilowatts.

Second, S. 500 would authorize 12 par-

ticipating irrigation projects. In these
projects are 132,360 acres of land to be
brought under irrigation, and 234,000
acres to receive supplemental irrigation
water to firm up their present supplies.
Before construction can begin, the Sec-
retary of the Interior must reexamine
the projects and report to Congress.
. Third, the bill recognizes by condi-
tional authorization 21 additional proj-
ects or units in various stages of plan-
ning, and requires approval and authori-
zation by the Congress before construc-
tion. In the case of the San Juan-
Chama and Navaho projects in New
Mexico, reports must be submitted to
the State of Texas. In the 21 additional
projects are 832,000 acres of land to be
newly irrigated or receive supplemental
water. \

Finally, the bill recognizes that the
works authorized constitute only an ini-
tial phase of a comprehensive develop-
ment of the water resources apportioned
to the upper basin, and that the specific
authorizations in this bill are not in-
tended to limit or preclude the consid-
eration and authorization by Congress
of other projects for the use of waters
apportioned under the compacts as ad-
ditional needs are indicated.

The repayment provisions of the bill,
following very closely recommendations
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made by the President, the Bureau of
the Budget, and the Secretary of the In-
terior, are designed to achieve, so far as
practicable, the concurrent return of ex-
penditures for power and irrigation and
municipal and industrial water supply
purposes, insofar as expenditures there-
for are made concurrently. The power
and municipal and industrial water sup-
ply expenditures are returned with in-
terest. All reimbursable costs are re-
turnable within 50-year periods, and this
is specifically required by section 4 of
the bill as amended.

The Senate, of course, is aware that
there is pending in the Supreme Court
of the United States litigation between
Arizona and California et al. The com-
mittee considered the propriety or ad-
visability of authorization of the works
set forth in S. 500. It was the conclu-
sion of an overwhelming majority of the
committee that nothing in the pending
litigation warrants delay in authoriza-
tion of the works proposed in the bill,
and that such is the case even if Colo-
rado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming
should be impleaded.

The works included in the bill as
recommended by the Upper Colorado
River Commission for the States of
Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyo-
ming are fully justified because they are
designed only to make effective part of
the perpetual apportionment cf 7,500,-
000 acre-feet annually made to the upper
basin in the Colorado River compact,
and partake of the character of works
heretofore authorized under the Federal
reclamation program. Therefore the
committee concludes that the authoriza-
tion of this plan of development, being
plainly within the upper basin appor-
tionment, cannot and should not be con-
strued as detrimental in any respect to
the rightful interests of Arizona, Cali-
fornia, or Nevada, as lower basin States,
whether as litigants or otherwise. How-
ever, the committee calls attention to
section 12 of the bill which makes it pos-
sible for any Colorado River Basin State
to institute litigation promptly in the
Supreme Court of the United States, in
the event questions arise regarding the
legality of the operation of any works
herein authorized or of any other works
on the river.

Possible frustration of efforts effec-
tively to litigate such questions is
avoided by waiver of the immunity of
the United States from such a suit.
Thus, all States of the Colorado River
Basin are fully protected against the
operation of any works on the Colorado
River system in contravention of the
Colorado River compact of 1922, the
Boulder Canyon Project Act, and the
Mexican treaty. Furthermore, the pro-
vision contained in the bill—section 12
(b)—for consultation with an advisory
committee in connection with the op-
eration of works on the river will tend,
as a practical matter, to obviate mis-
understanding and to reduce occasions
for litigation.

We feel that it was satisfactorily estab-
lished by the evidence that the aggregate
of the consumptive use of water that will
be made, if all of the works hereby pro-

posed to be authorized are eventually

constructed after meeting the various
CI——286
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conditions imposed, when added to con-
sumptive use already being made in the
upper division States, will amount to less
than two-thirds of the apportionment
being made to the upper basin under the
compact. When all storage units and
participating projects named in this bill
are constructed, the aggregate of all con-
sumptive uses in the upper basin would
not exceed 4.8 million acre-feet of water
per annum. This would leave an un-
used apportionment of 2.7 million acre-
feet of the 7.5 million acre-feet appor-
tioned to the upper basin to meet any
contingencies arising out of litigation
over varying interpretations of the com-
pact. In the circumstances, the conti-
nuity of the water supply for the lower
basin would be assured.

Before outlining the estimated overall
construction costs, I should mention the
Eden irrigation project ic Wyoming, pre-
viously authorized and now nearing com-
pletion. This project, as well as the Pa-
onia irrigation project in Colorado, also
previously authorized and partly con-
structed, will be aided financially by the
Colorado River storage project power
revenues.

The estimated construction costs of the
Colorado River storage projects author-
ized by Senate bill 500 are: 6 storage
units, $782,883,000; 12 participating irri-
gation projects, $310,116,800; total cost
of authorized units, $1,092,999,800.

The estimated construction costs of the
units requiring further approval and
authorization by the Congress are: 21
participating projects, $558,173,300.

Including the Eden and Paonia proj-
ects previously authorized, the estimated
construction costs of all projects men-
tioned in Senate bill 500 total $1,658 mil-
lion, or $1.6 billion.

Mr. President, many Senators from the
western States, who have been particu-
larly interested in this subject and who
have been very faithful in furthering the
development, will undoubtedly speak at
some length on the proposed legislation.
Therefore, I do not believe it would be
fair for me to inflict on them, before
they have had an opportunity to speak, a
discussion by me which runs to 30 or 40
pages, in which I try to point out that
the establishment of the project involved
in the bill will not in any way cause dif-
ficulty in the agricultural picture
throughout the United States.

I hope the able and distinguished
senior Senator from Colorado [Mr, MiL-
LIKIN], who is known as one of the finan-
cial geniuses of Congress, will discuss
the finanecial implications of the pro-
posed project. For myself, I feel that I
have had some background in agriculture
and have had an opportunity to study
agriculture, and on the basis of that
knowledge I wish to state for the REcOrRD
my testimony that the project can be
started and completed without in any
way jeopardizing the agricultural pros-
pects of any agricultural State of the
Union.

However, I do not feel it would be
right for me to make my further remarks
before other Senators have had an op-
portunity to speak on the pending bill.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. ANDERSON. I am very happy to
yield to the very distinguished Senator
from Utah, who has worked on the bill
unceasingly and effectively. I congratu-
late him for what he has done.

Mr. WATKINS. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico. I should like to ask
him whether he will be available to an-
swer some questions with respect to the
statement to which he has referred.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. WATKINS. I am sure there will
be a number of questions I shall wish to
ask the Senator from New Mexico, and I
believe other Members of the Senate will
also wish to propound come questions
to him.

Mr. ANDERSON. When I speak on
the agricultural question, I hope any
Senator who is interested in American
agriculture and who feels he has a prob-
lem in connection with it, and desires to
ask me a question on that subject, will
feel free to do so.

I shall deal with present population
trends and with a subject on which a
study was started almost immediately
after I became Secretary of Agriculture,
namely, the question of how best to uti-
lize the land mass of the Nation and how
best to apply it and use it in order to
provide all the food needs of the United
States.

Anyone who can look at the agricul-
tural picture and not conclude that we
shall have some difficulty with our food
supplies within the next 25 years, and
probably even within the next 10 years,
has not read the story of this country
correctly. I shall want to discuss that
subject as frankly as I can, and I hope
some enlightenment may be afforded.

Mr, WATKINS. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Finally, I should
like to say that in our labors on the hill
we have enjoyed very pleasant working
relationship with the junior Senator
from California [Mr. KucHEL], who finds
himself in opposition to the bill. I wish
that the good people of his State could
have kept their opposition to the bill on
the high level on which the distinguished
junior Senator from California has kept
his.

A few days ago I received in the mail
the pamphlet I hold in my hand, which
refers to a “new $4 billion tax burden”
threatening us. If sets forth the amount
of the tax burden which will fall on the
various States. I am sure the distin-
guished senior Senator from Colorado
[Mr. MuLikrn] has read this pamphlef.
I find that my State will be assessed $15
million of the cost. Arizona will be as-
sessed $20 million of the cost. California
will have to bear $372 million worth of
the burden.

I mentioned a moment ago that any-
one who will take the time to check the
experience of the Reclamation Bureau
throughout the West, will realize, as does
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLI-
xin] that these vast projects and other
prospective projects which are coming
along will also be revenue-producing
projects. I mention that because in
one of these writings it is mentioned that
the Arkansas-Fryingpan project will be
helped on its way by the passage of this
proposed legislation.
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‘While the Senator from Colorado is
on the floor I wish to say that I hope to
have a final markup of his bill, in which
he is so greatly interested, the Arkansas=
Fryingpan project, next Wednesday.
We expect to have the bill before the
full committee on the following Tues-
day. Here, again, is an example of the
Federal Government stepping in to do
what an individual State cannot do, and
making it possible for the people of Colo-
rado to enjoy benefits and to anticipate
the population growth which is now
ahead of them.

I do not wish to discuss the bill which
is coming before the committee. It will
be amply discussed on the floor. But
one of the purposes of the bhill about
which the people of California are a lit-
tle worried is that of supplying water to
municipalities in Colorado. One of
those municipalities, the city of Colo-
rado Springs, is enjoying an unusual
building boom, and the Federal Govern-
ment, through the utilization of the
water, will be able to develop that fine
community.

Therefore, Mr. President, I welcome
the bill which has been introduced and
on which hearings have been held. I
predict that the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs and the Committee
on Public Works will report favorably on
the bill. I believe all these measures,
such as the upper Colorado River bill,
the Arkansas-Fryingpan bill, and pro-
posed legislation dealing with districts
in California which involve the conser-
vation of water resources, are extremely
important and that the attention of the
Congress needs to be called to them as
we plan the food needs for future years.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, asI
understand, the business of the Senate
today is Calendar No. 131, Senate bill
500, dealing with the upper Colorado
storage project.

On the 16th of March I was given the
opportunity to testify before the House
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs when it was holding its hearing
upon this bill.

I have before me the text of my testi-
mony. I ask unanimous consent that it
may be printed in an appropriate place
in the body of the Recorp after the Sen-
ator in charge of the bill, the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Anperson] shall have opened the debate.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR O'MAHONEY AT HEAR-
i1NG HELD BEFORE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, MaRCH 16,
1956
I notice that you have before the commit-

tee a map of the upper Colorado River Basin.

I would like to distribute to each member

of the committee a miniature copy of this

map so that you will have them before you
while I talk,

I want to speak about a flowing river, but
if I were to give a title to the talk I wish
to make, I would ecall it “They Want To
Throw Us to the Dinosaurs.”

OPPOSITION ARGUMENTS CONTRAVENE COMPACT

The arguments which have been made
against this upper Colorado River storage
project, in my opinion, are completely con-
trary to the policy of the Government, since
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the Colorado River compact was signed by
the authority of the Congress and approved
by the Congress.

The attack rises from two sources: First,
those In the lower basin, who fear that if
the upper basin is permitted to use the water
which was allocated to it, the lower basin
will somehow be deprived of some of its
rights; second, those who seem to believe
that somehow or another the building of
Echo Park Dam will create a precedent for
raids upon mnational parks and mnational
monuments all over the United States.

The answer to the first, Mr. Chairman, is
that in drawing the bill which is before the
Senate, 8. 500, an attempt was made to pro-
vide that what is to be done in the upper
Colorado Basin would be done solely in com-
pliance with the Colorado River compact
and the various acts which have been passed
since that time.

BUILDING OF DAM CANNOT PRESAGE INVASION OF
PARKS

The answer to the second is that the law
and the facts prove that the building of this
dam cannot be a precedent. I undertake to
show you today, if I do not trespass upon
your time, that is not true, and that, quite to
the contrary, the expansion of the Dinosaur
National Park—or national monument, I
should call it, because it is not a park and
never was & park—the expansion of the
Dinosaur National Monument by Executive
order in 1938 was an invasion of a policy
already laid down by Government agencies
to devote the area where the Echo Park Dam
is to be built to the development of power.

Now let us take a look at this map.

The history of the Colorado River and its
tributaries will never be told. The National
Park Service has attempted to tell part of it
in a little booklet which is entitled “Di-
nosaur National Monument: Past and Pres-
ent,” published by the Government Printing
Office in 1949.

Here on the first page I will read a few
lines:

“The chain of events that produced the
area comprising Dinosaur National Monu-
ment began in what is known as the Jurassic
period of earth history.

“This period, according to the best calcu-
lations of geologists, occupied an interval of
time from 127 to 152 million years ago."

At another point in this document (the
paragraph escapes my eye at the moment),
the statement is made that in that ancient
period this area was inhabited by the dino-
saur and his relatives, who, in time, gave way
to more intelligent beings—oh, here is the
sentence from page 18:

“There did, however, come a day when the
last dinosaur drew his final breath, leaving
the world to new, different, and more intel-
ligent creatures.”

In the belief that man is to be classified
among these more intelligent creatures, I
appear before you today to beg of you to use
the intelligence of the Congress to maintain
the policy which was initiated after this his-
tory of over a million years of destruction.
Congress was Intelligent enough, and the
States of the Colorado River Basin under
their governments were intelligent enough,
to do something about the control of the
stream which had wrought so much damage
through millions of years, and to use it for
a constructive purpose.

As you will see from glancing at the map,
the story of the waters of the upper Colo-
rado River Basin begins in the State of Wy-
oming, where the Green River has its rise—
the Green River and its tributaries. It flows
south past the towns of Green River and
of Rock Springs, through the Flaming Gorge
site, into the State of Utah, and then over
into the State of Colorado.

Under the compact which was written by
the Colorado River Compact Commission, of
which former President Hoover was the
head, and approved by the Congress of the
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United States, it was agreed to divide the
waters of this stream, the main flow of this
stream, the waters of this system, between
the upper basin and the lower basin, and the
delivery of the waters which the upper basin
owed to the lower basin was ordered to be
made at this point on the map—at Lee's
Ferry.

COMPACT DIVIDED WATER BETWEEN UPFER AND
LOWER BASINS

The agreement in that compact was that
each basin would be entitled to use for con-
sumptive purposes just about half of the
stream flow of that system.

The work first began in the lower basin,
Of course, before the Colorado River com-
pact was approved there was private irriga-
tion both in the lower and the upper basin,
and efforts were made to irrigate and reclaim
certaln amounts of land. But, according to
the testimony of Mr. Northeutt Ely, a repre-
sentative of California in the sense that he is
one of the lawyers representing the Califor-
nia claims, the State of California today is
using about 5 million acre-feet plus of water
from this system. The lower basin, all of the
lower basin, is using about 614 million acre-
feet. The upper basin, Mr. Northeutt Ely
acknowledges, presently is using between 2
million and 2% million acre-feet. We place
that use at 2 million, but for the purposes
of this argument I accept Mr. Ely’s figures.

In his testimony before the Senate com-.
mittee, he also acknowledged that all of the
projects in the upper basin, which have
heretofore been authorized but which have
not yet been constructed, might add from
400,000 to 500,000 acre-feet to the future
uses of the upper basin,

RATIO IS ALMOST 6 TO 4 IN FAVOR OF LOWER
BASIN

Let us take the maximum figures mentioned
by Mr. Ely, 2! million acre-feet, his maxi-
mum estimate of present use, and 500,000 if
authorized projects not yet built were con-
structed. Thus, according to the estimates
of the California expert, we would have
3 million acre-feet. If all the participating
projects included in the Senate bill (8. 500)
and the Governor Johnson amendments
which have been proposed were built, the
upper basin use would not exceed 414 million
acre-feet,

The lower basin, on the other hand, has
612 million acre-feet. Thus, considering
present uses, heretofore authorized but un-
built projects, and projects proposed by this
bill, there is a ratio of almost 6 to 4 against
the upper basin on the testimony of Mr. Ely,
so far as California is concerned. But it is
important to remember that Mr. Ely esti-
mates the present uses in the upper basin at
a half million acre-feet more than does the
Bureau of Reclamation.

We have reason to believe that the lower
basin may use even more than acknowledged
by Mr. Ely, but the juxtaposition of these
figures seems to me must convince every fair
mind that nothing should be done or be per-
mitted to be done to prevent the utilization
in the upper basin States of the water allo-
cated to it by the Colorado River compact,
namely, 7}, million acre-feet annually.

UPPER STATES WANT ONLY THEIR DUE

The upper basin States are willing to be
bound by the compact. The bill before you
acknowledges that. Every attempt is made
to avold injuring any right, either existing
or potential, under the Colorado River com-
pact. We want only to have the opportu-
nity of using the water as it flows through
our States, while we deliver at Lee's Ferry,
according to the obligation laid upon us in
the Colorado River compact, 7} million
acre-feet, which is 3 million more than is
now being used and proposed in the whole
upper basin annually.

Now this is the simple picture, but a
great effort has been made to convince those
who listen to the arguments against the



1955

upper basin that this water system is al-
most a static business. We are asked to
overlook the fact that the water moves and
that it has been moving down that valley
for milllons of years. During all of those
eons it has wrought only destruction. Man
had not captured it, nor harnessed it, nor
done anything to make it useful, except in
a very small way, until by the authority of
Congress the States in the Colorado River
Basin were authorized to make a compact
to bring these eternally flowing waters under
control and to make this system an instru-
ment of construction.

Fortunately for the lower basin, the lower
basin States secured Federal legislation to
store and divert water long before the up-
per basin States ever reached an agreement.
Finally a percentage was allotted to each
of these upper-basin States, and now we
are here asking authorization to begin the
construction of projects which, in the hill,
must be supported by the certification, not
only of the Secretary of the Interior, but of
the President of the United States, that
the projects are feasible.

UFPFER STATES HAVE POURED MONEY INTO
RECLAMATION FUND

Yet you are asked to believe that this is a
project which will place upon the backs of
the taxpayers of the United States an intol-
erable burden.

My colleague, Senator Barrerr, has Jjust
shown to you how the State of Wyoming
alone, under the Federal Leasing Act, a law
passed by the Congress, has been contribut-
ing millions of dollars ever since 1920 for
the reclamation fund to build reclamation
projects most of which, until 20 years ago,
were built in other States.

And yet, gentlemen, propagandists have
the—well, I should say, efflrontery—to scat-
ter broadcast through the Congress of the
United States a little pamphlet with a red
back and a red front, attempting to tell the
people of the country that the upper basin
States are not contributing to the cost of this
project.

We bulld power; we have returns from
the projects. Of course, it would be impos-
sible to require the farmers on the newly ir-
rigated farms in this area to pay the entire
cost. Everybody knew that when the Colo-
rado River compact was drawn and when
it was approved. That was known when the
Hoover Dam was built and made a power
project to develop power and earn revenue.

I wish it were possible to display to you on
a screen the pictures of the Colorado River

.and the lower basin before the Hoover Dam
was built and after it was built. I have
some photographs here showing the site
after completion of the dam. But it is only
necessary to refer to the irrigation of the Im-
perial Valley in California; it is only neces-
sary to refer to the great expansion of the
city of Los Angeles; it is only necessary to
refer to the development of California in-
dustry as a result of the water and the pow-
er which was stored in these dams, to prove
conclusively that it was a wise and salutary
act of Congress to authorize the harnessing
of this stream. Surely what was good
enough for the lower basin ought to be good
enough for the upper basin, too.

ECHO PARK DAM EILL LEAVES DINOSAUR
TUNDISTUREBED

Now, it is sald that the Echo Park Reser-
voir should not be permitted to be built. It
is said that Congress ought to preserve the
deep canyons which were worn in the ter-
rain of the upper basin by the Green and
the Yampa Rivers during all these centuries
past, preserve them as a monument to the
dinosaurs, and the public is sought to be
convinced that those of us who advocate the
construction of this reservoir are flooding
out the Dinosaur Monument. It is not so.

In this same monograph of the Natlonal
Park Service, written by Willlam Lee Stokes,
of the United States Geological Survey and
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the University of Utah In 1949, there is a
map of Dinosaur National Monument in
Utah and Colorado, and this map contains
a little diagram showing the original Dino-
saur National Monument. I would like the
members of the committee to see that.

Congressman THomsoN, the original Dino-
saur Monument is this almost infinitesimal
spot at the extreme western end of the
Dinosaur National Monument, as expanded
[indicating].

RECLAMATION HAS PRIOR RIGHTS IN AREA

Long before the Dinosgur National Monu-
ment was created by the Executive order of
President Woodrow Wilson under the author-
ity of the Antiquities Act, long before that,
there was a reclamation withdrawal in this
area because it was recognized that reclama-
tion was one of the constructive purposes to
which water could be put. Here was a stream
that had been rushing torrents of wasted
water down through an area larger than the
whole New England States and part of New
York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey. Here
was this great area through which this river
had been tearing and foaming and pouring
torrential floods, carrying all sorts of silt
and, maybe, mineral resources in its flood,
but always digging in and digging in. Here
was this river.

Then an attempt was made to store water,
store it in the Hoover Dam, with great suc-
cess. But they tell us, if we store water in
the Glen Canyon Dam, that will deprive the
lower basin, or at least California, of some
of its uses. The words are written into the
bill to prevent that.

But the point that I want to make to this
committee with respect to these dams is
that the only way by which the upper basin
States can get the water which was allocated
by the authority of the Congress of the
United States to the upper basin is to build
these dams.

It is sald that the minute the Glen Can-
yon dam is built Hoover Dam or Lake Mead
will be deprived of its supply. That assumes
that to build a dam in the upper reaches of
a stream it is necessary to stop the flow of
the stream entirely. That 1s not the way
the engineers bulld dams.

The members of this committee can look
at pictures, some of them on the walls of
the committee room outside, pletures from
the Bureau of Reclamation, which show how
the tunnels are dug so that the stream can
continue to flow. You cannot build a dam
with a flooding lake behind it; you have to
make the stream flow around the construc-
tion work. Otherwise men could not live
there very long; they would soon join the
dinosaurs of 150 million years ago.

OBJECTIVE IS5 TO UTILIZE WASTE WATER

The dams at Glen Canyon and at Echo
Park are structures that are designed to bal-
ance the flow. What the engineers have
planned to do is to store the water that goes
to waste, the water that is not claimed by
the lower basin, the water that the lower
basin could not get under the Colorado River
Compact, the water that we can use if we
have the intelligence to build structures that
will save it. And all the time that those
dams are being built the upper basin is still
under the obligation of the Colorado River
Act and of the compact to deliver at Lee's
Ferry an average of 7}, mlllion feet annual-
ly, or 75 milllon acre-feet for a 10-year pe-
riod for the use of the lower basin.

The testimony before the Senate, as I sald
at the beginning, is, according to Mr. Ely's
figures, that the maximum present use of
water in the lower basin, including the use
by Arizona, is-about 614 million acre-feet. So
we have not reached their full allocation,
and we intend only to take the water that
is not necessary to meet what they need.
WATER AND POWER DEVELOPMENT ALWAYS HAD

PRIORITY IN MONUMENT AREA

Now then, just a word about the creation

of the monument. I wrote to the director
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of the National Park Service asking him for
some pictures of the Dinosaur Monument,
where the bones are found. His letter to
me reads as follows, being dated December
23, 1954:

“DEAR BENATOR O'MAHONEY: In answer to
your letter of December 16 requesting photo-
graphs of the original 80 acres of Dinosaur
National Monument, I am enclosing three
5 by 7 prints of photographs taken in the
quarry section, and two coples of a sales
pamphlet on the dinosaur fossils which con-
tain illustrations of several scenes in that
area.

“We do not have on hand prints of the
pictures in the pamphlet, but we can have
them made for you If you will let us know
which ones you would like and the size print
desired.

“Although we cannot furnish the sales
pamphlet in quantity, we can furnish you a
few extra copies if you need them.

“Sincerely yours.”

I wish to pass these photographs around
because they prove conclusively that the
B80-acre Dinosaur Monument set aside by
Executive order of President Woodrow Wilson
to preserve the bones of the dinosaurs is not
a thing of beauty. It is like any quarry, &
bleak and unattractive area.

Now, I want to read from the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of August 20, 1854, from a
statement made by Senator WaATEINS, of
Utah, in which he set forth in orderly
progress the history of the movement by
which the Dinosaur National Monument was
expanded.

“Official actlons since 1902 which estab-
lished the priority of water and power de-
velopment in the Green and the Yampa
Rivers follow:

“1. October 17, 1904, reclamation with=
drawal;

“2. June 8, 1906, act authorizing the crea=
tion of national monuments."

I pause here to say parenthetically that
that act, the Antiquities Act, authorized the
President to set aside by Executive order,
areas of historical or sclentific value, but it
contained a specific proviso that. the area
should be the smallest possible area to pro-
tect the historic site or the sclientific area.
The Dinosaur Monument was created by
Executive order and it embraced only 80
acres.

As long after that as 32 years, the same
forces which are now attacking the develop-
ment of the Colorado River in the upper
basin as some sort of a raild upon conserva-
tion succeeded in persuading President
Roosevelt to issue an Executive order ex-
panding that 80-acre monument of Wilson's
by some 209,664 acres.

Where were those acres, Mr. Chairman?
They were the acres embracing the confiu-
ence of the Yampa and the Green Rivers.
There are no dinosaur bones there; there is
nothing of scientific value there except the
sclentific value of flowing water which ocught
to be used.

So I say without any hesitation or equivo=
cation that the creation of the expanded
Dinosaur National Monument in 1938 on the
14th of July had nothing to do with the
preservation of any historical site or the
preservation of any scientific area. On the
contrary, it was an attempt to use for scien-
tific purposes, for development purposes,
water that had previously been recognized
as one of the best sources of waterpower in
the United States.

I return now to Senator WATKEINS' state-
ment:

“October 4, 1915, proclamation establish-
ing the Dinosaur National Monument of 80
acres,

“June 10, 1920, Federal Power Act passed;
section 4 giving authority to issue licenses
for the erection of dams both within and
without a national monument.

“March 3, 1921, the Federal Power Act was
amended to prevent the licensing of dams,
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powerplants, or other works in national parks
and monuments without specific authority
.of Congress."

That is now cited, I say parenthetically, by
some of the witnesses against this bill as a
congressional disapproval of this act; where=
as, upon its face, all that that act does is to
say that the Federal Power Commission can=
not by executive action alone issue licenses
within parks or monuments, but must have
the approval of Congress. It was an act
which retains for this committee and this
Congress the authority to pass the bill which
is before you, and the bill which we have be=
fore the Senate.

Now I return to Senator WATKINS' state-
ment again:

“This amendment was limited to ‘existing’
national parks and monuments ‘as now con-
stituted".”

Bo that it was, you see, a limitation
bounded by the date of the passage of that
act, which was March 3, 1921.

Let me skip now a little bit to August 9,
1934:

“The National Park Service asked the Fed-
eral Power Commission to restore its with-
drawal for power purposes in the acres in
Green and Yampa River Canyons so that a
national monument could be established,
and stated: ‘Such an area would be estab-
lished by Presidential proclamation which
would exempt all existing rights and a power
withdrawal is an existing right.’

“On December 19, 1934, the Federal Power
Commission replied, referring to withdrawals
for the Echo Park and Blue Mountain power
developments, saying, after noting that the
Park Service had acknowledged the with-
drawal and stated that such rights would be
exempted, the Federal Power Commission
continues”—this I want to emphasize—I am
quoting from the Federal Power Commis-
slon—*" ‘It is generally recognized that the
Green and Yampa Rivers present one of the
most attractive fields remaining open for
comprehensive and economical power devel=
opment on a large scale.

“Those were the words of the Federal
Power Commission on December 13, 1934,
when the National Park Service was endeav-
oring to expand the 80-acre monument by
200,664 acres in order to include the power
sites. Who 1s rating whom?

“Then the Power Commission goes on:
‘The sites we are considering are important
links in any general plan of development of
those streams. The Commission believes
that the public interest in this major power
resource is too great to permit its impair-
ment by voluntary relinquishment of two
units in the center of the scheme. The Com-
mission will not object, however, to the
creation of a monument if the proclamation
contains a specific provision that power de-
velopment under the provisions of the Fed-
eral Water Power Act will be permitted.”

“Clearly, the story of the expansion of this
monument is the story of the attempt of
the Federal Power Commission to protect
the water resources and the power resources
of this area. And then what happened?”

ASSURANCE WAS GIVEN THAT DEVELOPMENT
WOULD NOT SUFFER

I will skip so that I may not take up too
much of your time:

“July 14, 1938," says Senator WaTKINS,
“after many local meetings were held, at
which the people of the area were assured
that the proposed expansion would not pre-
vent the development of the water and the
power resources, the President of the United
States issued a proclamation enlarging the
Dinosaur National Monument from B0 to
209,744 acres.

“The proclamation provides that this ex-
pansion”—this is in the proclamation by
President Roosevelt—''this expansion shall
not affect the operation of the Federal Power
Act of June 10, 1920 (41 Stat. 1063), as
amended.”
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Then Senator WATKINS says:

“This proclamation, including the specific
reservation, is a pledge to the people of Utah
and Colorado that the expansion of the mon-
ument would not interfere with the develop-
ment of thelr water and power resources.
The construction of the Echo Park Dam in
the Dinosaur National Monument, there-
fore, cannot be an invasion of the national
monument principle, nor establish a prece=
dent that would be applied to other monu-
ments.”

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this recitation
by Senator WATKINs, briefly pointing out
each step of the way, is conclusive proof
that the passage of this act will create no
precedent to injure any national park or
national monument, and no power site can
be granted thereafter, I think, without the
consent of Congress.

MONUMENT TO DESTRUCTION, OR MONUMENT TO
GROWTH?

So, Mr. Chairman, the issue before us in
the Congress this year is simply whether or
not we shall take the intelligent course of
allowing the people in the upper Colorado
River Basin to have the benefits which were
allocated to them by a compact among the
basin States and approved by Congress,
whether they shall have the right to have
the Federal Government do for them what
it has already done for the lower basin, by
building reservoirs to store the flowing
water which otherwise would go to no use
at all,

Now in closing—TI have talked too long—I
merely want to say that the area of the State
of Wyoming, which is in this upper basin,
is at the very top of the Colorado River sys-
tem. The waters have been flowing down
there through the Green River for ages. The
land there needs the water. It can be placed
upon the land. It can be placed upon the
land by this plan, this comprehensive plan,
by engineers who have not yet built any dam
anywhere in the United States that has col-
lapsed. The record of the Bureau of Recla=-
mation is perfect upon that point.

So, Mr. Chairman, I say, please, please
forget these emotional appeals without basis,
and instead of making the upper Colorado
River Basin a monument to the destruction
of the ages that have gone, let us make it a
monument to the growth and expansion and
the development of intelligent action, using
the discoveries of science and the learning of
the colleges and schools we have built by
public resources all over the United States,
in order to make it easler and of a better
standard for people to live.

If we were to follow the course of policy
outlined by Gen. U. 8. Grant, who testified
before us, by Sierra witnesses, by the Wilder-
ness witnesses, we would be turning our back
on all that science has developed, and we
would be saying, “The people of America may
enjoy these great achievements of the cen-
tury, except in the upper Colorado River
Basin.” And not there, because of fears
entertained, without justification, because of
the language in the bill, and because of
sentimental and thoughtless appeals by
people who do not know that when the
Dinosaur National Monument was expanded
the power resources of the area were pro-
tected in the President'’s executive order,

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the Recorp a statement
which I have prepared with relation to
the upper Colorado River project.

I should also like to ask unanimous
consent to have included in the Recorp,
following my statement on the project,
a resolution presented by Mr. Les
Woerpel on behalf of the Wisconsin Fed-
eration of Conservation Clubs and
adopted at the 19th Annual Convention
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of the National Wild Life Federation.
This resolution is representative of the
many expressions that I have received on
this specific issue.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and resolution were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

With respect to the legislation now pend-
ing before the Senate, S. 500, I may say it is
a source of regret to me that this bill was
brought so rapidly to the Senate floor, that,
in my judgment, there has not been sufficlent
opportunity for all of the groups which are
deeply interested in it adequately to appraise
the committee report.

I do not, of course, question the desire of
the leadership to have the Senate proceed
expeditiously on its important agenda,
although I do say that, in this instance, it is
somewhat unfortunate that more time is not
available for the most careful evaluation.

I shall not attempt at the present time to
make a detailed evaluation of S. 500 on the
Senate floor.

I shall only say that I share the deep con-
cern which has been voiced by numerous
conservation groups and authorities in our
Nation on 8. 500, particularly in regard to
those provisions which would authorize the
construction of the proposed Echo Park Dam
in the Dinosaur National Monument.

I have heard from conservationists in my
own State who have questioned the advisa-
bility from the standpoint of possible danger
to the Nation’s outdoor heritage. I note, for
example, that among the groups which are
officially on record in opposition to it are
such outstanding organizations as the Izaac
Walton League; the National Parks Associa-
tion; the Wilderness Soclety; the Wildlife
Management Institute; the National Wild
Life Federation, and others.

From another standpoint, I should like to
observe that numerous members of the
engineering profession are opposed to the
bill, including the Engineers Joint Council;
the American Society of Civil Engineers; the
American Institute of Mining and Metal-
lurgical Engineers; the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers; the American Insti-
tute of Electrical Engineers; the Society of
Naval Architects and Marine Engineers; the
American Society for Engineering Education,
and the American Institute for Chemical
Engineers.

I have always belleved that the expert
Jjudgment of groups affected by pending legis-
lation should be carefully considered.

I do not believe in weighing, of course, the
total number of groups opposed to a given
bill, as against the total number of groups
which may be in favor of a bill. Of course,
it is not mere numbers which should be
weighed, but the merits of their arguments.
Nevertheless, I point out the above facts as
indications of the significant sentiment of
two important segments of American so-
clety—censervation and engineering—in con-
nection with opposition to the pending bill.

RESOLUTION OF NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERA-
TION, WASHINGTON, D. C., 19TH ANNUAL
CONVENTION, MONTREAL, MarcH 11-13, 1955

OPPOSING ECHO PARK DAM

Whereas the National Park System, estab-
lished by law, is urgently needed and is in-
creasingly being supported and enjoyed by
millions of people; and

‘Whereas progressive losses of recreational
facilities in the various States apparently
cannot be stopped, and recreational lands
increased for the use of all of the people;
and

Whereas such continuing loss in the light
of increased use of outdoor recreational op-
portunities makes this condition alarming;
and

Whereas any legislation that would au-
thorize the construction of the proposed
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Echo Park Dam in the Dinosaur National
Monument in northwestern Colorado and
northeastern Utah would open the way for
further destruction of other recreational
areas in our monuments and parks; and

Whereas the alternatives that have been
offered have never been adequately studied
by the Bureau of Reclamation, and have
never been proven inferior; and

Whereas the necessity for Echo Park Dam
has never been fully demonstrated: There-
fore be it

Resolved, That National Wildlife Federa-
tion, in line with its policy of fighting for
increased recreational opportunities for all
of the people, take every action possible to
oppose the construction of Echo Park Dam
and to preserve the Dinosaur National Monu-
ment as it i1s now constituted, and to do
everything possible to see that our National
Park System is not needlessly invaded or
despoiled.

BOARD OF VISITORS TO UNITED
STATES MILITARY ACADEMY

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
Smite of Maine in the chair). On be-
half of the Vice President, and at his re-
quest, the Chair announces the appoint-
ment of the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hmirl as a member of the Board of
Visitors to the United States Military
Academy.

BOARD OF VISITORS TO UNITED
STATES NAVAL ACADEMY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On be-
half of the Vice President, and at his
request, the Chair announces the ap-
pointment of the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Cuavez] as a member of
the Board of Visitors to the United
States Naval Academy.

CONSTRUCTION OF COLORADO
RIVER STORAGE PROJECT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 500) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to construct, op-
erate, and maintain the Colorado River
storage project and participating proj-
ects, and for other purposes.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, speak-
ing in support of S. 500, a bill authorizing
initial units of a plan for the develop-
ment of the water resources of the upper
Colorado River Basin, it may be profit-
able to state the situation existing be-
tween the seven States which contain the
drainage basin of the Colorado River.

In 1922, after several years of prepara-
tory research and studies of the physical
and legal factors, the States of Arizona,
California, Colorado, New Mexico, Ne-
vada, Utah, and Wyoming, through Com-
missioners, agreed upon a compact to
provide for the equitable division and
apportionment of the use of the waters
of this drainage basin. This compact
was to become effective when ratified by
the legislatures of the States and ap-
proved by the Congress, as required by
law. The compact divided the basin into
“upper” and “lower” subbasins contain-
ing approximately 110,000 and 130,000
square miles, respectively, in the United
States. The area of the upper basin is
that which drains to the stream above a
point 1 mile below the mouth of the
Paria River. This point is in northern
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Arizona not far from the Arizona-Utah
boundary line, and is called Lee Ferry.

The compact requires that the upper
basin States, being Colorado, New
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, together
with a portion of Arizona, shall be given
the perpetual apportionment of 72 mil-
lion acre-feet annually for beneficial
consumptive use; that the lower basin
States, Arizona, California, and Nevada,
be given a like apportionment. How-
ever, the upper basin agreed not to de-
plete the runoff at Lee Ferry, by their
combined consumptive use, to a degree
whieh would leave less than 75 million
acre-feet for any period of 10 consecutive
years reckoned in continuing progressive
series. The compact contains other pro-
visions which are not material to this
legislation, except that which permitted
the States of each of the two basins to
agree by compact between them upon
divisions of use of the apportionment
made in the compact.

The upper basin States, including
Arizona, did agree in 1948 upon such
apportionments, based upon beneficial
consumptive use, and Congress has ap-
proved that compact. S. 500 notes these
two compacts, the Water Treaty with
Mexico, the laws enacted by Congress
with respect to them, and clearly requires
conformity with each and all of them in
the development and operation of recla-
mation works in the upper basin.

The effect of the Colorado River com-
pact of 1922 is simply to eliminate as
between the States of the upper basin
and those of the lower basin, the doc-
trine of priority of water rights. The
States of the upper basin since 1922
thus have enjoyed security in their rights
to use their apportionments when and
where it is to their best interests to do
so. It was on such a premise that the
upper basin States favored authoriza-
tion of the construction of Hoover Dam,
the All-American Canal to Imperial
Valley, the Gila irrigation project, and
the Parker and Davis Dams, all in the
lower basin.

I am one of the 10 Senators sponsor-
ing S. 500. We represent, in this body,
the five States having perpetual water
rights to the flows of the Colorado River
and its tributaries in the upper basin.
We are joined under the terms of the
Upper Colorado River Basin Compact
which was ratified by these States, and
approved by the Congress, for the specific
purpose of securing the development of
the water resources of the Upper Colo-
rado River Basin.

The bill under consideration is to ini-
tiate the fulfillment of that purpose. It
is, in fact, a measure proposed by the
Upper Colorado River Commission which
was created by the compact. The Fed-
eral Government, through the Secretary
of the Interior, is to be authorized as the
construction agency.

Under the provisions of the bill, wa-
ter rights will vest in the lands to be irri-
gated and in the municipalities to be
supplied with domestic and industrial
water supply, all in conformity with the
laws of the States and the Federal rec-
lamation laws.

‘While the works will be financed and
constructed by the Federal Government,
the people directly benefited will pay
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for them. The expenditures for power
and municipal water supplies will be
returned with interest, including inter-
est during construction.

As amended by the Subcommittee on
Irrigation and Reclamation and ap-
proved by the Senate Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, S. 500 would
authorize the construction of five “hold-
over storage” reservoirs. These reser-
voirs will make possible releases of water
to the Lower Colorado River Basin so
that upstream uses of water can be made
during periods of low flows, while the
upper basin States, at the same time,
fulfill their compact commitments to the
lower basin. Hydroelectric power will
be generated from the release of stored
water., The need of power is marked
throughout the seven Colorado River
Basin States.

The function of these storage units is
of vital importance to all 7 of the Colo-
rado River Basin States and of particu-
lar importance to the wupper basin
States. From the functional point of
view, they are of significance to each of
the upper basin States of Arizona, Colo-
rado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming
because, without them, in the light of
historical flows of the Colorado River,
those States cannot hope eventually to
make the uses of water that are appor-
tioned to them as a group by the Colo-
rado River compact of 1922 and among
them by the upper Colorado River Basin
compact. They are also of financial sig-
nificance to each of the upper division
States of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah,
and Wyoming, because the revenues from
the power they produce will help to pay
the costs of irrigation works that can be
undertaken in each of those States.
These storage units are extremely impor-
tant to the States of the lower basin be-
cause they retain sediments which other-
wise will finally impair the functions of
existing storage at Hoover Dam.

In approximately 50 years from the
date of their construction, these storage
units will have returned their total cost.
In addition to that, they will have re-
turned 2% percent interest per annum
on that part of their costs which is allo-
cated to power, together with interest
during construction.

One of these holdover storage units is
located in the Dinosaur National Monu-
ment. The Senate has received much
information on this subject during the
past year. Suffice it to say that when
the Dinosaur National Monument was
enlarged to take in the Echo Park area,
the people of the States of Colorado and
Utah, living in the vicinity, were assured
that such enlargement would not pro-
hibit use of the area for water storage
purposes.

Good faith requires us not to bar the
use of the area for those purposes. Every
effort has been made to find an equally
good reservoir site outside the area of the
monument. None has been found. None
can be found which combines all of the
attributes of Echo Park,

Echo Park Dam can be authorized
without, in any sense, setting a prece-
dent that might endanger other national
monuments or national parks. The rea-
son is that the circumstances surround-
ing the enlargement of the Dinosaur
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National Monument are unique in that
there was a reservation for power and
storage development.

The question whether the Echo Park
Dam should be authorized has become,
in large part, a matter of emotion rather
than reason.

The experts testified before our com-
mittee with clarity and precision that
no equivalent for Echo Park can be
found. Others testified that they were
opposed to Echo Park, not so much be-
cause of their love for the Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument—many of them had
never been there—but because of their
love of nature and their desire to pre-
serve it for posterity. I am certain
many of my colleagues in the Senate
have received numerous letters from
these good people. Many of those let-
ters were obviously written by persons
who had been asked to write, and who
were glad to do so; but they have no real
knowledge or sympathetic understand-
ing of the needs of our arid country for
economical storage sites.

S. 500 authorizes a number of par-
ticipating irrigation projects, and it is
contemplated that others will be auth-
orized in the future. These irrigation
projects are called participating proj-
ects because they will participate in
power revenues to aid in meeting their
construction costs.

These projects authorized in the bill
total 383,000 acres. To take this amount
of acreage and to charge against it the
entire cost allocated to irrigation, in-
cluding holdover storage costs so allo-
cated, when it is contemplated that other
projects will be authorized containing an
amount of acreage which cannot be
accurately stated at this time, is
obviously a grossly inaccurate and mis-
leading method of estimating the irri-
gation costs on an acreage basis.

Even though the few participating
projects contained in S. 500 constitute
only a beginning on irrigation develop-
ment in the upper basin, the bill contains
a number of safeguards that are designed
to prevent initiation of construction of
works which require further economic
analysis. Notwithstanding the many
years of investigation which have pre-
ceded the bill, our committee concluded
that it would follow, in the main, the
recommendations made by the present
administration in connection with such
safeguards. Thus, under the terms of
the bill, as amended, construction of par-
ticipating projects may not be initiated
until there has been a reevaluation of the
relation of their anticipated benefits to
their estimated costs, and consultation
ihereon with the Secretary of Agricul-

ure.

Furthermore, the participating proj-
ects could not be started prior to the
completion of soil surveys and land clas-
sifications in accordance with the re-
quirements of the Interior Department
Appropriation Act, 1954. No participat-
ing project can be commenced until the
Secretary of the Interior is satisfied that
its costs will be paid out in 50 years.

One of the unique aspects of the bill,
as amended in our subcommittee, con-
sists in its financial provisions. The to-
tal reimbursable costs of the holdover
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storage reservoirs will be returned within
50 years from the commencement of
their operation. Costs of participating
projects are returnable within 50 years
from the date of their eompletion; and
this includes both those costs that are re-
turnable by the water users as well as
the costs returnable from power reve-
nues.

The bill is so drawn as to require the
separate treatment of interest returned
on the power and municipal water supply
investments, and to assure that such in-
terest revenues will not be credited as
payments on account of principal
These financial provisions, which were
recommended to us by the Bureau of the
Budget and the Secretary of the Interior,
are more strict than the requirements of
existing reclamation law.

In effect, these provisions of S. 500 con-
stitute a financial arrangement between
the Federal Government and the five
upper basin States for the return of all
costs of the project except those costs
that are directly related to national ben-
cfits. Only 3 percent of the total cost
of the project is nonreimbursable.

Under the very strict provisions of S.
500, as I have already pointed out, the
interest returned on power and munici-
pal water supply cannot be credited as
payment on account of principal. Under
S. 500, the rate of interest is determined
by following detailed and specific provi-
sions for computing the average rate pre-
vailing for long-term Treasury obliga-
tions.

The rate of interest is determined by
the Secretary of the Treasury in accord-
ance with the formula provided in the
bill. S. 500, as the committee has amend-
ed it, provides for 50-year repayment
contracts, in which the irrigation water
users are to repay their share of the
costs. They may, where particular cir-
cumstances warrant, have a development
period not exceeding 10 years.

One of the outstanding provisions of
S. 500 is the requirement that, in every
case where such a course is practicable,
the organization entering into the repay-
ment contract—to repay to the United
States the irrigation costs of participat-
ing projects—shall be of the “conserv-
ancy” district type.

Conservancy districts normally include
within their territorial limits not only
the agricultural area receiving the irri-
gation water supply but also the contig-
uous urban areas. Conservaney districts
have the power to levy ad valorem taxes.
Thus, the burden of repayment is spread,
as it should be, among all local benefi-
ciaries of the project as well as among
the irrigation farmers.

Since the participating projects au-
thorized by S. 500 constitute only a be-
ginning on the irrigation development
that must eventually take place in the
upper Colorado River basin, the bill lays
down policies designed to encourage con-
tinued investigations, the preparation of
additional reports, feasibility studies, and
the possible authorization of new par-
ticipating projects from time to time.

Our committee had before it the ques-
tion whether pending litigation between
Arizona and California, which raises a
number of questions of interpretation of
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compacts, treaties, and laws affecting
the Colorado River, is of such a charac-
ter as to require delay in the authoriza-
tion of the Colorado River storage proj-
ect. We concluded that it is not of such
a character and that the authorization
of these works should not be delayed.
However, we have afforded the fullest
measure of protection to the lower basin
States by providing barriers against the
operation of any of such works in a man-
ner contrary to the applicable compacts,
treaties, and laws.

We have accomplished this in two
principal ways. First, by specific direc-
tion that the Secretary of the Interior
shall operate such works in accordance
with such compacts, treaties, and laws;
and, secondly, by waiver of the immu-
nity of the United States from suit, so
that any State which considers that such
works are being or may be operated in a
manner contrary to such compacts,
treaties, and laws, may have redress in
the Supreme Court without delay.

It is not unreasonable to suggest that
the upper Colorado River Basin States
have been waiting for more than a quar-
ter of a century for the works which will
be authorized if S. 500 becomes law.
The investigations furnishing the solid
foundation of knowledge upon which
these States, working with the Federal
Government, have been able to build a
plan, on which we are now asked to act,
have proceeded for more than 25 years.
These investigations have been carried
out by experts in the field. All possible
reservoir sites have been looked into.
Many sites have been drilled; so it is
known what conditions the builders will
run into. Irrigation needs have been ex-
amined. Domestic water needs for the
long pull have been computed. Power
markets have been thoroughly surveyed.
The result of all these investigations is a
plan, a part of which would be author-
ized by S. 500.

The total cost of the project, assuming
the construction of everything which is
authorized, will be $1,093,000,000. This
seems like a large fisure. However, it
should be remembered that this amount
will be divided among 5 States over a 25-
year construction period. Looked at in
that way, the project involves an average
expenditure of only $9 million per an-
num for each State. We should remem-
ber that almost all of it will be paid back,
much of it with interest, and that, after
such repayment has been accomplished,
the taxpayers will realize an income up
to $20 million a year from power revenue
alone, for many, many years to come.

I wish that those of my colleagues who
have not done so would view some of the
irrigated areas in Colorado, New Mexico,
Utah, and Wyoming. Here are farm
upon farm where once the desert
reigned. Here are homes where once
there was no shelter. Here are prosper-
ous communities, schools, and churches.
It is a matter of simple arithmetic to
know that those projects which have
been built in the West pay for them-
selves many times over in income taxes
alone.

The bill authorizes construction of 6
reservoirs, of which 5 provide hold-over
storage capacity. These reservoirs, to-
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gether, will regulate the runoff for better
river control in the whole Colorado River
Basin, Lake Mead will require a lesser
reservation for flood control, thereby
having a greater active holdover capac-
ity. The average annual silt inflow to
Lake Mead is about 105,000 acre-feet.
Of this quantity nearly 80,000 acre-feet,
or 75 percent, will be captured in Glen
Canyon Reservoir. The benefits of the
storage project to the lower basin States
will, therefore, be of considerable mag-
nitude.

In the Colorado River storage project,
for which we now seek authorization,
there will be installed 1,200,000 kilowatts
for power generation, and the energy
produced will be 6 billion kilowatt-hours
annually.

This is what now is proposed by Fed-
eral projects in the lower Colorado River
Basin. Authorized Federal hydroelec-
tric plants in the Missouri Basin on the
main river in Montana and the Dakotas
will generate 10 billion kilowatt-hours
annually. Constructed Federal plants
in the Columbia Basin produce more
than 36 billion kilowatt-hours annually,
and authorized plants will produce an
additional 26 billion kilowatts annually.
At present, there is but one Federal hy-
dropower plant in the upper Colorado
Basin, and that is at Green Mountain
Dam in eonnection with the Colorado-
Big Thompson project.

The information submitted to us
shows: That the average annual evapo-
ration losses in the reservoirs author-
ized by the bill will be 754,000 acre-feet;
that consumptive uses on the participat-
ing irrigation projects will average 413,-
000 acre-feet annually; that consump-
tive uses of existing and uncompleted
projects will average 2,500,000. The
total consumptive use and stream flow
depletion will be the sum of these values,
or 3,667,000 acre-feet annually. This is
less than one-half of the waters allo-
cated to the States in the upper basin.

Mr. WATKINS. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
Swmrre of Maine in the chair.) Does the
Senator from Colorado yield to the Sen-
ator from Utah?

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS. Inoted that the Sen-
ator from Colorado, in speaking about
the repayments, stated that we should
remember that almost all the money
expended will be paid back, much of it
with interest. As a matter of fact, all
of the items, except that part of the cost
which will be allocated to irrigation, will
be paid back with interest. Is that not
correct?

Mr, MILLIKIN. That is correct. In-
terest is not paid on irrigation costs. It
has been the law for 50 years that it
should not be.

Mr. WATKINS. The Senator refers
to the basic reclamation law which was
enacted in 1902, does he not?

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct.

Mr. WATKINS. The law deals also
with flood control, and the program was
adopted by the Congress many years
ago. The law does not require any of the
individuals, corporations, or others who
are benefited to pay back any interest.
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Either interest or
principal.

Mr. WATKINS. I thank the Senator.
I think he has made a very able presen-
tation of the outline of a great project.

Mr. MILLIKIN, I thank the Senator
from Utah.

Mr. President, since World War I and
the preparations of the United States
and our Allies in that conflict, World
War II, and the conflict in Korea, this
Nation has made heavy drafts upon its
natural resources and productive ener-
gies. This has been measured in a sense
by the expenditure of hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars.

Obviously, our wealth-producing re-
sources and energies spent in war, and
in preparation for it, should be replaced
or we will have indeed weakened our-
selves in many tragic ways, which will
reflect themselves most harmfully in our
economy for a long time to come.

When we consider the expenditures
contemplated by the project now under
consideration, fizured on a yearly and
State-by-State basis, which in the end
will pay for themselves and provide a
constant replenishment of lost wealth
in other directions, we can see that the
expenditures here suggested are liberat-
ing and wealth-producing factors and
are clearly in the interest of the national
welfare,

‘We are simply preparing the seed beds
and planting the seeds for a renewal and
extension of activities which will help
in overcoming the losses to which I have
referred, by helping to restore the
strength of our productive economy.
This is consistent with good policies and
in furtherance of good husbandry in the
management of our national affairs.

Those of us who live under water con-
servation projects which irrigate arid
lands and which develop power, can see
every day the direct and indirect bene-
fits of incalculable size resulting from
those projects.

If I may mention my own State, I can
say that wherever we have operating
water projects, we have prosperity among
individuals in the communities affected.

If it were not for its water projects
which help to produce a more rounded
economy, the State of Colorado would
be a State of scattered grazing activities,
and it would be sending to the Treasury
of the United States only a small frac-
tion of the income taxes and other reve-
nues which now amount to about 34 bil-
lion dollars annually.

The proposed reservoirs for water con-
servation, river regulation, power pro-
duction, and the participating areas for
watering arid lands, will be wealth-pro-
ducing assets which will go far beyond
the immediate benefits to those in posi-
tion to share them.

Communities will be founded and ex-
panded under the operation of those
projects. They will help in the produc-
tion of local and national tax revenues.
There will be cumulative and expanding
cycles of productive wealth and pros-
perity for the benefit of the United
States and of the States involved.

When we divide the total cost of these
projects by the States benefiting and the
period of time necessary to complete the

4553

work to be done, remembering again the
greater part of the expenditures will be
repaid, I suggest that we are paying a
very small price for the creation of as-
sets which will replenish many of the
productive assets which were lost in the
wars and emergencies during the past
40 years.

Mr, KUCHEL. Madam President, it is
with very real regret that I feel compelled
to oppose the passage of the pending pro-
posed legislation, S. 500. It is a bill,
Madam President, which, in my judg-
ment, is wrong. It violates, and it se-
riously violates, the precedents of the
Congress. Beyond that, it places in very
real jeopardy the rights to water of the
State of California.

Since I have been a Member of the
Senate mine has been a record, I hope I
may say, Madam President, of coopera-
tion. I dislike obstruction and obstruc-
tionists.

As a United States Senator from the
State of California, I am interested in
progress for all sections of the United
States, mine included. I wish to see the
economy and the development of the
people and the area of the United States
dynamie, and I wish to see the Federal
Government do what should be done in
playing its part in the development of
the Nation.

Nevertheless, Madam President, I feel
constrained to oppose the pending bill. I
shall endeavor to demonstrate for the
REecorp why I oppose the bill and the rea-
sons which have prompted me to bring
my opposition to the attention of both
the Senate and the country. That will
require the devotion of a few moments
to the history of the Colorado River,

Madam President, over three-quarters
of a century ago—in the 1870’s—people
in the lower areas of California began to
utilize the waters of the Colorado River,
by way of irrigating their lands. As the
State which I have the honor, in part, to
represent continued to develop, and as
her population increased, more and more
water from the Colorado River was uti-
lized. Under the laws of my State,
people and public districts began to ac-
quire rights to that water. I think it is
generally conceded that the history of
the Colorado River is one of being an
erratic stream; at times there have been
floods, and at other times there has been
virtually no water at all in the river.

As the population of California began
to develop with great rapidity, the people
of my State believed that it would be in
the public interest to have dams con-
structed for the storage of the water, not
alone to regulate the flow of the river,
but also to provide for necessary hydro-
electric power and orderly development
and beneficial use of the waters of the
stream.

It was in 1922 that the United States
Supreme Court had an important ques-
tion before it. The State of Wyoming
had sued the State of Colorado with re-
spect to the rights in the Colorado River,
running through both States. The
United States Supreme Court held that
“first in time was first in right,” and that
whoever appropriated first—whether it
be in the upper stretches of the stream or
in the lower stretches—was protected to
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the extent that the appropriation could
ripen into a legal right. That give rise
to considerable apprehension on the part
of the good people in the States of the
upper basin of the Colorado River. Here
was a State—California—whose popula-
tion was growing by leaps and bounds,
and was operating under a Supreme
Court decision which said, “If you use
it first, you have a right to it.”

So, Madam President, when California,
as represented on the floor of the Senate
by those who then had been elected from
my State, including the late and illustri-
ous Hiram W. Johnson, urged Congress
to pass measures providing for the erec-
tion of a multiple purpose dam and res-
ervoir in the lower basin, in complete
good faith the Senators who represented
the States of the upper basin of the Colo-
rado River raised some questions.

One of them was based on their desire
to have a compact, agreement, or under-
standing among all the States of the
Colorado River Basin, so that the rule
laid down by the Supreme Court would
not operate to the detriment of the upper
basin States. The representatives of
those States said, “Let us enter into an
agreement with respect to the waters of
the Colorado River. Let us substitute
some other rule than ‘first in time, first in
right’; let us agree how to apportion the
waters; and then we shall talk with you
about Federal assistance in the develop-
ment of dams and reservoirs.”

There, Madam President, is the genesis
of what is now the Colorado River com-
pact. In any discussion of the water
rights on that river—and, indeed, in any
discussion as to what Congress and the
Federal Government should do regard-
ing the Colorado River Basin—it is
necessary to refer to the Colorado River
compact. That I propose now very
briefly to do.

Madam President, at this point in my
remarks I ask unanimous consent to have
the text of the Colorado River compact
set forth in the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the compact
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

No. 6226—TUNITED STATES OF AMERICA, DEPART-
MENT OF STATE
To All To Whom These Presents Shall Come,
Greeﬂng -

I certify that the document annexed is a
true copy of the “Colorado River compact,”
signed 24th November 1922, at the city of
Banta Fe, N. Mex., the original of which is on
file in this Department.

In testimony whereof I, Charles E. Hughes,
Secretary of State, have hereunto caused the
seal of the Department of State to be affixed
and my name subscribed by the Chief Clerk
of the said Department, at the city of Wash-
ington, this 22nd day of December 1922,

CHARLES E. HUGHES,
Secretary of State.
By BEN B. Davis,
Chief Clerk,

CoLorADO RIVER COMPACT

The States of Arizona, California, Colo-
rado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyom-
ing, having resolved to enter into a compact
under the act of the Congress of the United
States of America approved August 19, 1821
(42 Statutes at Large, p. 171), and the acts
of the legislatures of the said States, have
through their governors appointed as their
commissioners: W. S. Norviel for the State of
Arizona, W. F. McClure for the State of Cali-
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fornia, Delph E. Carpenter for the State of
Colorado, J. G. Scrugham for the State of
Nevada, Stephen B. Davis, Jr., for the State
of New Mexico, R. E. Caldwell for the State
of Utah, Frank C. Emerson for the State of
Wyoming, who, after negotiations partici-
pated in by Herbert Hoover appointed by the
President as the representative of the United
States of America, have agreed upon the fol-
lowing articles:

The major purposes of this compact are
to provide for the eguitable division and ap-
portionment of the use of the waters of the
Colorado River system; to establish the rela-
tive importance of different beneficial uses
of water; to promote interstate comity; to
remove causes of present and future contro-
versies, and to secure the expeditious agri-
cultural and industrial development of the
Colorado River Basin, the storage of its
waters, and the protection of life and prop-
erty from floods. To these ends the Colo-
rado River Basin is divided into two basins,
and an apportionment of the use of part of
the water of the Colorado River system 1is
made to each of them with the provision that
further equitable apportionments may be
made.

ARTICLE IT

As used in this compact—

(a) The term “Colorado River system"
means that portion of the Colorado River
and its tributaries within the United States
of America,

(b) The term *“Colorado River Basin"
means all of the drainage area of the Colo-
rado River system and all other territory
within the United States of America to Which
the waters of the Colorado River system
shall be beneficially applied.

(c) The term “States of the upper divi-
slon” means the States of Colorado, New
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming.

(d) The term “States of the lower divi-
sion” means a point in the main stream
of the Colorado River 1 mile below the
mouth of the Paria River.

(f) The term “upper basin™ means those
parts of the States of Arizona, Colorado, New
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming within and from
which waters naturally drain into the Colo-
rado River system above Lee Ferry, and also
all parts of sald States located without the
drainage area of the Colorado River system
which are now or shall hereafter be bene-
ficially served by waters diverted from the
system above Lee Ferry.

(g) The term “lower basin" means those
parts of the States of Arizona, California,
Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah within and
from which waters naturally drain into the
Colorado River system below Lee Ferry, and
also all parts of said States located without
the drainage area of the Colorado River sys-
tem which are now or shall hereafter be
beneficially served by waters diverted from
th2 system below Lee Ferry.

(h) The term "“domestic use™ shall include
the use of water for household, stock, munici-
pal, mining, milling, industrial, and other
like purposes, but shall exclude the genera-
tion of electrical power.

ARTICLE IIT

(a) There is hereby apportioned from the
Colorado River system in perpetuity to the
upper basin and the lower basin, respec-
tively, the exclusive beneficial consumptive
use of 7,500,000 acre-feet of water per annum,
which shall include all water necessary for
the supply of any rights which may now
exist.

(b) In addition to the apportionment in
paragraph (a), the lower basin is hereby
given the right to increase its beneficial con-
sumptive use of such waters by 1 million
acre-feet per annum.

(c) If, as a matter of international comity,
the United States of America shall hereafter
recognize in the United States of Mexico any
right to the use of any waters of the Colorado
River System, such waters shall be supplied
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first from the waters which are surplus over
and above the aggregate of the quantities
specified in paragraphs (a) and (b); and if
such surplus shall prove insufficient for this
purpose, then the burden of such deficiency
shall be equally borne by the upper basin
and the lower basin, and whenever necessary
the States of the upper division shall deliver
at Lee Ferry water to supply one-half of the
deficiency so recognized in addition to that
provided in paragraph (d).

(d) The States of the upper division will
not cause the flow of the river at Lee Ferry
to be depleted below an aggregate of 75 mil-
lion acre-feet for any period of 10 consecu-
tive years reckoned in continuing progressive
series beginning with the 1st day of October
next succeeding the ratification of this com-
pact.

(e) The States of the upper division shall
not withhold water, and the States of the
lower division shall not require the dellvery
of water, which cannot reasonably be applied
to domestic and agricultural uses.

(f) Further equitable apportionment of
the beneficial uses of the waters of the Colo-
rado River system unappportioned by para-
graphs (a), (b), and (¢), may be made in the
manner provided in paragraph (g) at any
time after October 1, 1963, if and when either
basin shall have reached its total beneficial
consumptive use as set out in paragraphs (a)
and (b).

(g) In the event of a desire for a further
apportionment as provided In paragraph (f)
any two signatory States, acting through
their governors, may give joint notice of such
desire to the governors of the other signatory
States and to the President of the United
States of America, and it shall be the duty of
the governors of the signatory States and of
the President of the United States of Amer-
ica forthwith to appoint representatives,
whose duty it shall be to divide and appor-
tion equitably between the upper basin and
lower basin the beneficlal use of the unap-
portioned water of the Colorado River sys-
tem as mentioned in paragraph (f), subject
to the legislative ratification of the signa-
tory States and the Congress of the United
States of America.

ARTICLE IV

(a) Inasmuch as the Colorado River has
ceased to be navigable for commerce and the
reservation of its waters for mnavigation
would seriously limit the development of its
basin, the use of its waters for purposes of
navigation shall be subservient to the uses
of such water for domestic, agricultural, and
power purposes. If the Congress shall not
consent to this paragraph, the other provi-
sions of this compact shall nevertheless re-
main binding.

(b) Bubject to the provisions of this com-
pact, water of the Colorado River system may
be impounded and used for the generation of
electrical power, but such impounding and
use shall be subservient to the use and con-
sumption of such water for agricultural and
domestic purposes and shall not interfere
with or prevent use for such dominant pur-
poses.

(c) The provisions of this article shall not
apply to or interfere with the regulation and
control by any State within its boundaries
of the appropriation, use, and distribution of
water.

ARTICLE V

The chief official of each signatory State
charged with the administration of water
rights, together with the Director of the
United States Reclamation Service and the
Director of the United States Geological Sur-
vey shall cooperate, ex officio:

(a) To promote the systematic determi-
nation and coordination of the facts as to
flow, appropriation, consumption, and use of
water in the Colorado River Basin, and the
interchange of available information in such
matters.
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(b) To secure the ascertainment and pub-
lication of the annual flow of the Colorado
River at Lee Ferry.

(c) To perform such other duties as may
be assigned by mutual consent of the signa-
tories from time to time.

ARTICLE VI

Should any claim or controversy arise be-
tween any two or more of the signatory
States:

(a) with respect to the waters of the Colo-
rado River system not covered by the terms
of this compact;

(b) over the meaning or performance of
any of the terms of this compact;

(c) as to the allocation of the burdens
incident to the performance of any article
of this compact or the delivery of waters as
herein provided;

(d) as to the construction or operation of
works within the Colorado River Basin to be
situated in two or more States, or to be
constructed in one State for the benefit of
another State; or

(e) as to the diversion of water In one
State for the benefit of another State; the
governors of the States affected, upon the
request of one of them, shall forthwith ap-
point commissioners with power to consider
and adjust such claim or controversy, subject
to ratification by the legislatures of the
States so affected.

Nothing herein contained shall prevent
the adjustment of any such claim or contro-
versy by any present method or by direct
future legislative actlon of the interested
States.

ARTICLE VIT

Nothing in this compact shall be construed
as affecting the obligations of the United
States of America to Indian tribes.

ARTICLE VIII

Present perfected rights to the beneficial
use of waters of the Colorado River system
are unimpaired by this compact. Whenever
storage capacity of 5 million acre-feet shall
have been provided on the main Colorado
River within or for the benefit of the lower
basin, then claims of such rights, if any, by
appropriators or users of water in the lower
basin against appropriators or users of water
in the upper basin shall attach to and be
satisfied from water that may be stored not
in conflict with article III.

All other rights to beneficial use of waters
of the Colorado River system shall be satis-
fied solely from the water apportioned to
that basin in which they are situate.

ARTICLE IX

Nothing In this compact shall be construed
to limit or prevent any State from institut-
ing or maintaining any action or proceeding,
legal or equitable, for the protection of any
right under this compact or the enforcement
of any of its provisions.

ARTICLE X

This compact may be terminated at any
time by the unanimous agreement of the
signatory States. In the event of such termi-
nation all rights established under it shall
continue unimpaired.

ARTICLE XI

This compact shall become binding and
obligatory when it shall have been approved
by the legislatures of each of the signatory
BStates and by the Congress of the United
States. Notice of approval by the legisla-
tures shall be given by the governor of each
signatory State to the governors of the other
signatory States and to the President of the
United States, and the President of the
United States is requested to give notice to
the governors of the signatory States of ap-
proval by the Congress of the United States.

In witness whereof, the Commissioners
have signed this compact in a single original,
which shall be deposited in the archives of
the Department of State of the United States
of America and of which a duly certified copy
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shall be forwarded to the governor of each
of the signatory States.
Done at the city of Santa Fe, N. Mex., this
24th day of November A. D. 1922.
W. 8. NorVIEL.
W. F. McCLURE.
DeLPH E. CARPENTER.
J. G, BCRUGHAM,
STEPHEN B. Davis, Jr.
R. E. CALDWELL,
FraANK C. EMERSON.
Approved:
HERBERT HOOVER.

APPENDIX 231—THE CoLoRADO RIVER COMPACT

(Text of the upper Colorado River Basin
compact entered into by the States of Ari-
zona, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and
Wyoming, at Santa Fe, N. Mex., October 11,
1948)

The State of Arizona, the State of Colorado,
the State of New Mexico, the State of Utah,
and the State of Wyoming, acting through
their commissioners, Charles A. Carson for
the State of Arizona, Clifford H. Stone for the
State of Colorado, Fred E. Wilson for the
State of New Mexico, Edward H. Watson for
the State of Utah, and L. C. Bishop for the
State of Wyoming, after negotiations partici-
pated in by Harry W. Bashore, appolnted by
the President as the representative of the
United States of America, have agreed, sub-
ject to the provisions of the Colorado River
Compact, to determine the rights and obliga-
tions of each signatory State respecting the
uses and deliveries of the water of the upper
basin of the Colorado River, as follows:

ARTICLE I

{(a) The major purposes of this compact
are to provide for the equitable division and
apportionment of the use of the waters of
the Colorado River system, the use of which
was apportioned in perpetuity to the upper
basin by the Colorado River compact; to
establish the obligations of each State of the
upper division with respect to the deliveries
of water required to be made at Lee Ferry
by the Colorado River compact; to promote
interstate comity; to remove causes of present
and future controveries; to secure the ex-
peditious agricultural and industrial develop-
ment of the upper basin, the storage of
water, and to protect life and property from
floods.

(b) It is recognized that the Colorado
River compact is in full force and effect and
all of the provisions hereof are subject
thereto.

ARTICLE II

As used in this compact:

(a) The term “Colorado River system™
means that portion of the Colorado River and
its tributaries within the United States of
America.

(b) The term “Colorado River Basin”
means all of the drainage area of the Colo-
rado River system and all other territory
within the United States of America to which
the waters of the Colorado River system shall
be beneficially applied.

{(c) The term “States of the upper di-
vision” means the States of Colorado, New
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming.

(d) The term “States of the lower di-
vision” means the States of Arizona, Call-
fornia, and Nevada.

(e) The term “Lee Ferry” means a point in
the main stream of the Colorado River one
mile below the mouth of the Paria River.

(f) The term “upper basin” means those
parts of the States of Arizona, Colorado, New
Mezxico, Utah, and Wyoming within and from
which waters naturally drain into the Colo-
rado River system above Lee Ferry, and also
all parts of sald States located without the
drainage area of the Colorado River system
which are mow or shall hereafter be bene-
fically served by waters diverted from the
Colorado River system above Lee Ferry.
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(g) The term “lower basin” means those
parts of the States of Arizona, California,
Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah within and
from which waters naturally drain into the
Colorado River system below Lee Ferry, and
also all parts of said States located without
the drainage area of the Colorado River
system which are now or shall hereafter be
beneficlally served by waters diverted from
the Colorado River system below Lee Ferry.

(h) The term “Colorado River compact"
means the agreement concerning the appor=-
tionment of the use of the waters of the
Colorado River system dated November 24,
1823, executed by commissioners for the
States of Arizona, California, Colorado,
Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming,
approved by Herbert Hoover, representative
of the United States of America, and pro-
claimed effective by the President of the
United States of America, June 25, 1929,

(1) The term “upper Colorado River sys-
tem” means that portion of the Colorado
River system above Lee Ferry.

(]) the term “Commission” means the ad-
ministrative agency created by article VIIL
of this compact.

(k) The term “water year” means that
period of 12 months ending September 30
of each year.

(1) The term “acre-foot” means the quan=-
tity of water required to cover an acre to the
depth of 1 foot and is equivalent to 43,660
cubic feet.

(m) The term “domestic use” shall in-
clude the use of water for household, stock,
municipal, mining, milling, industrial and
other like purposes, but shall exclude the
generation of electrical power.

(n) The term “virgin flow” means the
flow of any stream undepleted by the activ-
itles of man,

ARTICLE IIT

(a) Bubject to the provisions and limita-
tions contained in the Colorado River com-
pact and in this compact, there is hereby
apportioned from the Upper Colorado River
system in perpetuity to the States of Arizona,
Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming,
respectively, the consumptive use of water as
follows:

1. To the State of Arizona the consump-
tive use of 50,000 acre-feet of water per
annum.

2. To the States of Colorado, New Mexico,
Utah, and Wyoming, respectively, the con-
sumptive use per annum of the guantities
resulting from the application of the follow=
ing percentages to the total quantity of con-
sumptive use per annum apportioned in
perpetuity to and available for use each year
by upper basin [sic] under the Colorado
River compact and remaining after the de-
duction of the use, not to exceed 50,000 acre-
feet per annum, made in the State of Arizona.

State of Colorado, 51.75 percent.

State of New Mexico, 11.25 percent.

State of Utah, 23 percent.

State of Wyoming, 14 percent.

(b) The apportionment made to the re-
spective States by paragraph (a) of this
article is based upon, and shall be applied in
conformity with, the following principles
and each of them.

1, The apportionment is of any and all
man-made depletions;

2. Beneficlal use is the basis, the measure,
and the limit of the right to use;

3. No State shall exceed its apportioned
use in any water year when the effect of such
excess use, as determined by the Commis-
sion, is to deprive another signatory State of
its apportioned use during that water year:
Provided, That this subparagraph (b) (3)
shall not be construed as—

(i) Altering the apportionment of use, or
obligations to make deliveries as provided in
articles XI, XII, XIII, or XIV of this conpact;

(i) Purporting to apportion among the
signatory States such uses of water as the
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upper basin may be entitled to under para-
graphs (f) and (g) of article III of the Colo=
rado River compact; or

(iii) Countenancing average uses by any
signatory State in excess of its apportion-
ment.

4. The apportionment to each State in-
cludes all water necessary for the supply of
any rights which now exist.

(¢) No apportionment is hereby made, or
intended to be made, of such uses of water
as the upper basin may be entitled to under
paragraphs (f) and (g) of article IIT of the
Colorado River compact.

(d) The apportionment made by this ar-
ticle shall not be taken as any basis for the
allocation among the signatory States of any
benefits resulting from the generation of
power.

ARTICLE IV

In the event curtailment of use of water
by the States of the upper division at any
time shall become necessary in order that
the fliow at Lee Ferry shall not be depleted
below that required by article III of the
Colorado River compact, the extent of cur-
tailment by each State of the consumptive
use of water apportioned to it by article III
of this compact shall be in such quantities
and at such times as shall be determined by
the Commission upon the application of the
following principles:

(a) The extent and times of curtailment
ghall be such as to assure full compliance
with article III of the Colorado River com-
pact;

(b) If any State or States of the upper
division, in the 10 years immediately pre-
ceding the water year in which curtailment
is necessary, shall have consumptively used
more water than it was or they were, as the
case may be, entitled to use under the ap-
portionment made by article III of this com-
pact, such State or States shall be required
to supply at Lee Ferry a quantity of water
equal to its, or the aggregate of their, over-
draft or the proportionate part of such over=-
draft, as may be necessary to assure com-
pliance with article III of the Colorado River
compact, before demand is made on any
other State of the upper division;

(c) Except as provided in subparagraph
(b) of this article, the extent of curtailment
by each State of the upper division of the
consumptive use of water apportioned to it
by article III of this compact shall be such
as to result in the delivery at Lee Ferry of a
quantity of water which bears the same rela-
tion to the total required curtailment of use
by the States of the upper division as the
consumptive use of the upper Colorado River
system water which was made by each State
during the water year immediately preceding
the year in which the curtailment becomes
necessary bears to the total consumptive use
of such water in the States of the upper
division during the same water year; pro-
vided, that in determining such relation the
uses of water under rights perfected prior to
November 24, 1922, shall be excluded.

ARTICLE V

(a) All losses of water occurring from or
as the result of the storage of water in reser-
voirs constructed prior to the signing of this
compact shall be charged to the State in
which such reservolir or reservoirs are located.
Water stored in reservoirs covered by this
paragraph (a) shall be for the exclusive use
of and shall be charged to the State in which
the reservoir or reservoirs are located.

(b) All losses of water occurring from or
as the result of the storage of water in res-
ervoirs constructed after the signing of this
compact shall be charged as follows:

1. If the Commission finds that the reser=
voir is used, in whole or in part, to assist the
States of the upper division in meeting their
obligations to deliver water at Lee Ferry im-
posed by article III of the Colorado River
compact, the Commission shall make find-
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ings, which In no event shall be contrary to
the laws of the United States of America
under which any reservoir is constructed, as
to the reservoir capacity allocated for that
purpose. The whole or that proportion, as
the case may be, of reservoir losses as found
by the Commission to be reasonably and
properly chargeable to the reservoir or res-
ervoir capacity utilized to assure deliveries at
Lee Ferry shall be charged to the States of
the upper division in the proportion which
the consumptive use of water in each State
of the upper division during the water
year in which the charge is made bears
to the total consumptive use of water in all
States of the upper division during the same
water year. Water stored in reservoirs or in
reservoir capacity covered by this subpara-
graph (b) (1) shall be for the common hene-
fit of all of the States of the upper division.

2. If the Commission finds that the reser-
voir is used, in whole or in part, to supply
water for use in a State of the upper division,
the Commission shall make findings which in
no event shall be contrary to the laws of the
United States of America under which any
reservoir is constructed, as to the reservoir
or reservolr capacity utilized to supply water
for use and the State in which such water
will be used. The whole or that proportion,
as the case may be, of reservoir losses as
found by the Commission to be reasonably
and properly chargeable to the State in which
such water will be used shall be borne by
that State. As determined by the Commis-
sion, water stored in reservoirs covered by
this subparagraph (b) (2) shall be ear-
marked for and charged to the State in which
the water will be used.

(c) In the event the Commission finds that
a reservoir site is avallable both to assure
deliveries at Lee Ferry and to store water for
consumptive use in a State of the upper divi-
sion, the storage of water for consumptive
use shall be given preference. Any reservoir
or reservoir capacity hereafter used to assure
deliveries at Lee Ferry shall by order of the
Commission be used to store water for con-
sumptive use in a State, provided the Com-
mission finds that such storage is reasonably
necessary to permit such State to make the
use of the water apportioned to it by this
compact.

ARTICLE VI

The Commission shall determine the
quantity of the consumptive use of water,
which use is apportioned by article III here-
of, for the upper basin and for each State of
the upper basin by the inflow-outflow meth-
od in terms of manmade depletions of the
virgin flow at Lee Ferry, unless the Commis-
sion, by unanimous action, shall adopt a
different method of determination.

ARTICLE VII

The consumptive use of water by the
United States of America or any of its agen-
cies, instrumentalities, or wards shall be
charged as a use by the State in which the
use is made: Provided, That such consump-
tive use incident to the diversion, impound-
ing, or conveyance of water in one State for
use in another shall be charged to such
latter State.

ARTICLE VIII

(a) There Is hereby created an Interstate
administrative agency to be known as the
Upper Colorado River Commission. The
Commission shall be composed of one Com-
missioner representing each of the States of
the upper division, namely, the States of
Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming,
designated or appointed in accordance with
the laws of each such State, and if desig-
nated by the President, one Commissioner
representing the United States of America.
The President is hereby requested to desig-
nate a Commissioner. If so designated the
Commissioner representing the United States
of America shall be the presiding officer of
the Commission and shall be entitled to the
same powers and rights as the Commissioner
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of any State. Any four members of the Com-~
mission shall constitute a quorum.

(b) The salaries and personal expenses of
each Commissioner shall be pald by the
Government which he represents. All other
expenses which are incurred by the Commis-
slon incident to the administration of this
compact, and which are not pald by the
United States of America, shall be borne by
the four States according to the percentage
of consumptive use apportioned to each.
On or before December 1 of each year, the
Commission shall adopt and transmit to the
governors of the four States and to the Presi-
dent a budget covering an estimate of its ex-
penses for the following year, and of the
amount payable by each State. Each State
shall pay the amount due by it to the Com-
mission on or before April 1 of the year fol-
lowing. The payment of the expenses of
the Commission and of its employees shall
not be subject to the audit and accounting
procedures of any of the four States; how-
ever, all receipts and disbursement of funds
handled by the Commission shall be audited
yearly by a qualified independent public ac-
countant and the report of the audit shall be
included in and become a part of the annual
report of the Commission.

(c) The Commission shall appoint a sec-
retary, who shall not be a member of the
Commission, or an employee of any signa-
tory State or of the United States of Ameri-
ca while so acting. He shall serve for such
terms and receive such salary and perform
such duties as the Commission may direct.
The Commission may employ such engineer-
ing, legal, clerical, and other personnel as, in
its judgment, may be necessary for the per-
formance of its functions under this com-
pact. In the hiring of employees, the Com-~
mission shall not be bound by the civil serv-
ice laws of any State.

(d) The Commission, so far as consistent
with this eompact, shall have the power to:

1. Adopt rules and regulations.

2. Locate, establish, construct, abandon,
operate and maintain water gaging stations.

3. Make estimates to forecast water run-
off on the Colorado River and any of its trib-
utaries.

4. Engage in cooperative studles of water
supplies of the Colorado River and its tribu-
taries.

5. Collect, analyze, correlate, preserve, and
report on data as to the stream flows, storage,
diversions and use of the waters of the Colo~
rado River, and any of its tributaries.

6. Make findings as to the quantity of
water of the upper Colorado River system
used each year in the upper Colorado River
Basin and in each State thereof.

7. Make findings as to the gquantity of
water deliveries at Lee Ferry during each
water year. A

8. Make findings as to the necessity for
and the extent of the curtailment of use,
required, if any, pursuant to reservoir losses
and as to the share thereof chargeable under
article V hereof to each of the States.

10. Make findings of fact in the event of
the occurrence of extraordinary drought or
serious accident to the irrigation system in
the upper basin, whereby deliveries by the
upper basin of water which it may be re-
quired to deliver in order to aid in fulfilling
obligations of the United States of America
to the United Mexican States arising under
the treaty between the United States of
America and the United Mexican States,
dated February 3, 1944 (treaty serles 994)
become difficult, and report such findings
to the governors of the upper basin States,
the President of the United States of Amer-
ica, the United States section of the Inter=
national Boundary and Water Commission,
and such other Federal officials and agencies
as it may deem appropriate to the end that
the water allotted to Mexico under division
III of such treaty may be reduced in accord-
ance with the terms of such treaty.
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11, Acquire and hold such personal and
real property as may be necessary for the
performance of its duties hereunder and to
dispose of the same when no longer required.

12, Perform all functions required of it by
this compact and do all things necessary,
proper, or convenient in the performance of
its duties hereunder, either independently or
in cooperation with any State or Federal
agency.

13. Make and transmit annually to the
governors of the signatory States and the
President of the United States of America,
with the estimated budget, a report covering
the activities of the Commission for the pre-
ceding water year.

(e) Except as otherwise provided in this
compact the concurrence of four members
of the Commission shall be required in any
action taken by it.

(f) The Commission and Iits secretary
ehall make available to the governor of each
of the signatory States any information
within its possession at any time, and shall
always provide free access to its records by
the governors of each of the States, or their
representatives, or authorized representa-
tives of the United States of America.

(g) Findings of fact made by the Commis-
sion shall not be conclusive in any court,
or before any agency or tribunal, but shall
constitute prima facle evidence of the facts
found.

(h) The organization meeting of the
Commission shall be held within 4 months
from the effective date of this compact.

ARTICLE IX

(a) No State shall deny the right of the
United States of America and, subject to
the conditions hereinafter contained, no
State shall deny the right of another signa-
tory Btate, any person, or entity of any sig-
natory State to acquire rights to the use of
water, or to construct or participate in the
construction and use of diversion works and
storage reservoirs with appurtenant works,
canals, and conduits in one State for the
purpose of diverting, conveying, storing, reg=-
ulation, and releasing water to satisfy the
provisions of the Colorado River compact
relating to the obligation of the States of
the upper division to make deliveries of
water at Lee Ferry, or for the purpose of
diverting, conveying, storing, or regulating
water in an upper signatory State for con-
sumptive use in a lower signatory State,
when such use is within the apportionment
to such lower State made by this compact.
Such rights shall be subject to the rights of
water users, in a State in which such reser-
voir or works are located, to receive and use
water, the use of which is within the appor-
tionment to such State by this compact.

(b) Any signatory State, any person or
any entity of any signatory State shall have
the right to acquire such property rights as
are necessary to the use of water in con-
formity with this compact in any other sig-
natory State by donation, purchase, or
through the exercise of the power of emi-
nent domain, Any signatory State, upon
the written request of the governor of any
other signatory State, for the benefit of
whose water users property is to be acquired
in the State to which such written request
is made, shall proceed expeditiously to ac-
quire the desired property either by pur-
chase at a price satisfactory to the request-
ing State, or, if such purchase cannot be
made, then through the exercise of its power
of eminent domain and shall convey such
property to the requesting State or such
entity as may be designated by the request-
ing State: Provided, That all costs of acqui-
sitlon and expense of every kind and nature
whatsoever incurred in obtaining the re-
quested property shall be pald by the re-
questing State at the time and in the man=
ner prescribed by the State requested to ac-
quire the property.
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{c) Should any facility be constructed in
a signatory State by and for the benefit of
another signatory State or States or the water
users thereof, as above provided, the con-

struction, repair, replacement, maintenance,

and operation of such facility shall be subject
to the laws of the State in which the facility
is located, except that, in the case of a
reservoir constructed in one State for the
benefit of another State or States, the water
administration officials of the State in which
the facility is located shall permit the storage
and release of any water which, as deter-
mined by findings of the Commission, falls
within the apportionment of the State or
States for whose benefit the facility is con-
structed. In the case of a regulating reser-
volr for the joint benefit of all States in
making Lee Ferry deliveries, the water ad-
ministration officials of the State in which
the facility is located, in permitting the
storage and release of water, shall comply
with the findings and orders of the Com-
mission.

(d) In the event property is acquired by a
slgnatory State In another signatory State
for the use and benefit of the former, the
users of water made available by such facili-
ties, as a condition precedent to the use
thereof, shall pay to the political subdivisions
of the State in which such works are located,
each and every year during which such rights
are enjoyed for such purposes, a sum of
money equivalent to the average annual
amount of taxes levied and assessed against
the land and improvements thereon during
the 10 years preceding the acquisition of
such land. Said payments shall be in full
reimbursement for the loss of taxes in such
political subdivisions of the State, and in lieu
of any and all taxes on sald property, im-
provements and rights. The signatory States
recommend to the President and the Con-
gress that, in the event the United States
of America shall acqulire property in one of
the signatory States for the bznefit of an-
other signatory State, or its water users, pro-
vision be made for like payment in reim-
bursement of loss of taxes,

ARTICLE X

(a) The signatory States recognize La
Plata River compact [sic] entered into be-
tween the States of Colorado and New Mex-
ico, dated November 27, 1922, approved by
the Congress on January 20, 1925 (43 Stat.
796), and this compact shall not affect the
apportionment therein made.

(b) All consumptive use of water of La
Plata River and its tributaries shall be
charged under apportionment of article IIL
hereof to the State in which the use is made:
Provided, That consumptive use incident to
the diversion, impounding, or conveyance
of water In one State for use in the other
shall be charged to the latter State.

ARTICLE XI

Subject to the provisions of this compact,
the consumptive use of the water of the
Little Snake River and its tributaries is
hereby apportioned between the States of
Colorado and Wyoming in such gquantities
as shall result from the application of the
following prineciples and procedures:

{a) Water used under rights existing prior
to the signing of this compact.

(1) Water diverted from any tributary of
the Little Snake River or from the main stem
of the Little Snake River above a point 100
feet below the confluence of Savery Creek
and the Little Snake River shall be admin-
istered without regard to rights covering the
diversion of water from any downstream
points.

(2) Water diverted from the main stem
of the Little Snake River below a point 100
feet below the confluence of Savery Creek
and the Little Snake River shall be admin-
istered on the basis of an interstate priority
schedule prepared by the Commission in con-
formity with priority dates established by
the laws of the respective States.
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{b) Water used under rights initiated sub-
sequent to the signing of this compact.

(1) Direct flow diversions shall be so ad-
ministered that, in time of shortage, the
curtailment of use on each acre of land
irrigated thereunder shall be as nearly equal
as may be possible in both the States.

(2) The storage of water by projects lo-
cated in either State, whether of supple-
mental supply or of water used to irrigate
land not irrigated at the date of the signing
of this compact, shall be so administered
that in time of water shortage the curtail-
ment of storage of water available for each
acre of land irrigated thereunder shall be
as nearly equal as may be possible in both
States.

(c) Water uses the apportionment made
by this article shall be in accordance with
the principle that beneficial use shall be the
basis, measure, and limit of the right to use.

(d) The States of Colorado and Wyoming
each assent to diversions and storage of
water in one State for use in the other State,
subject to compliance with article IX of this
compact.

{(e) In the event of the Importation of
water to the Little Snake River Basin from
any other river basin, the State making the
importation shall have the exclusive use of
such imported water unless by written agree~
ment, made by the representatives of the
States of Colorado and Wyoming on the
Commission, it is otherwise provided.

(f) Water use projects initiated after the
signing of this compact, to the greatest ex-
tent possible, shall permit the full use with-
in the basin in the most feasible manner of
the waters of the Little Snake River and its
tributaries, without regard to the State line,
and, so far as is practicable, shall result in an
equal division between the States of the use
of water not used under rights existing prior
to the signing of this compact.

(g) All consumptive use of the waters of
the Little Snake River and its tributaries
shall be charged under the apportionment
of article III hereof to the State in which the
use is made: Provided, That consumptive
use incident to the diversion, impounding, or
conveyance of water in one State for use in
the other shall be charged to the latter State.

ARTICLE XII

BSubject to the provisions of this compact,
the consumptive use of the waters of Henry's
Fork, a tributary of Green River originating
in the State of Utah and flowing into the
State of Wyoming and thence into the Green
River in the State of Utah; Beaver Creek,
originating in the State of Utah and flowing
into Henry's Fork in the State of Wyoming;
Burnt Fork, a tributary of Henry's Fork
originating in the State of Utah and flowing
into Henry's Fork in the State of Wyoming;
Birch Creek, a tributary of Henry's Fork
originating in the State of Utah and flowing
into Henry’s Fork in the State of Wyoming,
and Sheep Creek, a tributary of Green River
in the State of Utah, and their tributaries,
are hereby apportioned between the States
of Utah and Wyoming in such quantities as
will result from the application of the fol-
lowlng principles and procedures:

(a) Waters used under rights existing prior
to the signing of this compact.

Waters diverted from Henry’s Fork, Beaver
Creek, Burnt Fork, Birch Creek, and their
tributaries, shall be administered without
regard to the State line on the basis of an
interstate priority schedule to be prepared
by the States affected and approved by the
Commission in conformity with the actual
priority of right of use, the water require-
ments of the land irrigated and the acreage
Irrigated in connection therewith.

(b) Waters used under rights from Henry's
Fork, Beaver Creek, Burnt Fork, Birch Creek,
and their tributaries, initiated after the sign-
ing of this compact, shall be divided 50 per-
cent to the State of Wyoming and 50 percent
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to the State of Utah and each State may use
sald waters as and where 1t deems advisable.

(¢) The State of Wyoming assents to the
exclusive use by the State of Utah of the
water of Sheep Creek, except that the lands,
if any, presently irrigated in the State of
Wyoming fromx the water of Sheep Creek
ghall be supplied with water from Sheep
‘Creek in order of priority and in such quan-
tities as are in conformity with the laws of
the State of Utah,

(d) In the event of the importation of
water to Henry's Fork, or any of its tributar-
ies, from any other river basin, the State
making the importation shall have the ex-
clusive use of such imported water unless
by written agreement made by the repre-
sentatives of the States of Utah and Wyo-
ming on the Commission it is otherwise
provided.

(e) All consumptive use of waters of
Henry's Fork, Beaver Creek, Burnt Fork,
Birch Creek, Sheep Creek, and their tribu-
taries ghall be charged under the apportion-
ment of article III hereof to the State in
which the use is made: Provided, That con-
sumptive use incident to the diversion, im-
pounding, or conveyance of water in one
State for use in the other shall be charged to
the latter State.

(f) The States of Utah and Wyoming each
assent to the diversion and storage of water
in one State for use in the other State, sub-
ject to compliance with article IX of this
compact. It shall be the duty of water ad-
ministrative officials of the State where the
water Is stored to release said stored water
to the other State upon demand. If either
the State of Utah or the State of Wyoming
shall consruct a reservoir in the other State
for use in its own State, the water users of
the State in which sald facilities are con-
structed may purchase at cost a portion of
the capacity of said reservoir sufficlent for
the irrigation of their lands thereunder.

(g) In order to measure the flow of water
diverted, each BState shall cause suitable
measuring devices to be constructed, main-
tained, and operated at or near the point of
diversion into each ditch.

(h) The State engineers of the two States
jointly shall appoint a special water com-
missioner who shall have authority to ad-
minister the water in both States in accord-
ance with the terms of this article. The
salary and expenses of such special water
commissioner shall be paid, 30 percent by
the State of Utah and 70 percent by the
State of Wyoming.

ARTICLE XIIT

Subject to the provisions of this compact,
the rights to the consumptive use of the
water of the Yampa River, a tributary en-
tering the Green River in the State of Colo-
rado, are hereby apportioned between the
States of Colorado and Utah in accordance
with the following principles:

(a) The State of Colorado will not cause
the flow of the Yampa River at the Maybell
Gaging Station to be depleted below an ag-
gregate of 5 million acre-feet for any period
of 10 consecutive years reckoned in contin-
uing progressive series beginning with the
first day of October next succeeding the rati-
fication and approval of this compact. In
the event any diversion is made from the
Yampa River or from tributaries entering the
Yampa River above the Maybell Gaging Sta-
tion for the benefit of any water-use proj-
ect in the State of Utah, then the gross
amount of all such diversions for use in the
State of Utah, less any returns from such
diversions to the river above Maybell, shall
be added to the actual flow at the Maybell
Gaging Station to determine the total flow
at the Maybell Gaging Station.

(b) All consumptive use of the waters of
the Yampa River and its tributaries shall be
charged under the apportionment of article

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

IIT hereof to the State in which the use is
made: Provided, That consumptive use inci-
dent to the diversion, impounding, or con-
veyance of water in one State for use in the
other shall be charged to the latter State.

ARTICLE XIV

Subject to the provisions of this compact,
the consumptive use of the waters of the
San Juan River and its tributaries is hereby
apportioned between the States of Colorado
and New Mexico as follows:

The State of Colorado agrees to deliver to
the State of New Mexico from the SBan Juan
River and its tributaries which rise in the
State of Colorado a quantity of water which
shall be sufficient, together with water origi-
nating in the San Juan Basin in the
State of New Mexico, to enable the State of
New Mexico to make full use of the water
apportioned to the State of New Mexico by
article III of this compact, subject, however,
to the following:

(a) A first and prior right shall be recog-
nized as to:

(1) All uses of water made in either State
at the time of the signing of this compact;
and

(2) All uses of water contemplated by
projects authorized, at the time of the sign-
ing of this compact, under the laws of the
United States of America, whether or not
such projects are eventually constructed by
the United States of America or by some
other entity.

(b) The State of Colorado assents to di-
versions and storage of water in the State of
Colorado for use in the State of New Mexico,
subject to compliance with article IX of this
compact.

{c) The uses of the waters of the San Juan
River and any of its tributaries within either
State which are dependent upon a common
source of water and which are not covered
by (a) hereof, shall in times of water short-
ages be reduced in such quantity that the
resulting consumptive use in each State will
bear the same proportionate relation to the
consumptive use made in each State during
times of average water supply as determined
by the Commission; provided, that any pref-
erential uses of water to which Indians are
entitled under article XIX shall be excluded
in determining the amount of curtailment
to be made under this paragraph.

(d) The curtailment of water use by either
State in order to make deliveries at Lee
Ferry as required by article IV of this com-
pact shall be independent of any and all
conditions imposed by this article and shall
be made by each State, as and when re-
quired, without regard to any provision of
this article.

(e) All consumptive use of the waters of
the San Juan River and its tributaries shall
be charged under the apportionment of
article IIT hereof to the State in which the
use is made; provided, that consumptive
use incident to the diversion, impounding,
or conveyance of water in one State for use
in the other shall be charged to the latter
State.

ARTICLE XV

{a) Subject to the provisions of the Colo-
rado River compact and of this compact, wa=-
ter of the upper Colorado River system may
be impounded and used for the generation
of electrical power, but such impounding
and use shall be subservient to the use and
consumption of such water for agricultural
and domestic purposes, and shall not inter-
fere with or prevent use for such dominant
purposes.

(b) The provisions of this compact shall
not apply to or interfere with the right or
power of any signatory State to regulate
within its boundaries the appropriation, use,
and control of water, the consumptive use of
which is apportioned and available to such
State by this compact.

April 18

ARTICLE XVI

The failure of any State to use the water,
or any part thereof, the use of which is ap-
portioned to it under the terms of this com-
pact, shall not constitute a relinquishment of
the right to such use to the Lower Basin or
to any other State, nor shall it constitute a
forfeiture or abandonment of the right to
such use.

ARTICLE XVII

The use of any water now or hereafter im-
ported into the natural dralnage basin of the
upper Colorado River system shall not be
charged to any State under the apportion-
ment of consumptive use made by this com=
pact.

ARTICLE XVIIT

(a) The State of Arizona reserves its rights
and interests under the Colorado River com-
pact as a State of the lower division and as a
State of the lower hasin.

(b) The State of New Mexico and the State
of Utah reserve their respective rights and
interests under the Colorado River compact
as States of the lower basin.

ARTICLE XIX

Nothing in this compact shall be construed
as:
(a) Affecting the obligations of the United
States of America to Indian tribes.

(b) Affecting the obligations of the United
States of America under the treaty with the
United Mexican States (treaty series 944).

(c) Affecting any rights or powers of the
United States of America, its agencies or
instrumentalities, in or to the waters of the
upper Colorado River system, or its capacity
to acquire rights in and to the use of said
waters.

{(d) Bubjecting any property of the United
States of America, its agencies or instru-
mentalities, to taxation by any State or sub-
division thereof, or creating any obligation
in the part of the United States of America,
its agencies or instrumentalities, by reason
of the acquisition, construction, or operation
of any property or works of whatever kind,
to make any payment to any State or politi-
cal subdivision thereof, State agency, mu-
nicipality, or entity whatsoever, in reim-
bursement for the loss of taxes.

(e) Subjecting any property of the United
States of America, its agencies, or instru-
mentalities, to the laws of any State to an
extent other than the extent which such
laws would apply without regard to this
compact.

ARTICLE XX

This compact may be terminated at any
time by the unanimous agreement of the
signatory States., In the event of such ter-
mination, all rights established under it
shall continue unimpaired.

ARTICLE XXI

This compact shall become binding and
obligatory when it shall have been ratified by
the legislatures of each of the signatory
States and approved by the Congress of the
United States of America. Notice of ratifica-
tion by the legislatures of the signatory
States shall be given by the governor of each
signatory State to the governor of the other
signatory States and to the President of the
United States of America, and the President
is hereby requested to give notice to the gov-
ernor of each of the signatory States of ap-
proval by the Congress of the United States
of America.

In witness whereof, the Commissioners
have executed six counterparts hereof each
of which shall be and constitute an original,
one of which shall be deposited in the ar-
chives of the Department of State of the
United States of America, and one of which
shall be forwarded to the governor of each of
the signatory States.
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Done at the city of Santa Fe, State of New
Mexico, this 11th day of October 1948.
CHARLES A. CARSON,
Commissioner for the State of Arizona.
Crirrorn H. STONE,
Commissioner for the State of Colorado.
FreEp E. WiLson,
Commissioner for the State of New Mexico.,
Epwarp H. WaTson,
Commissioner for the State of Utah.
L. C. BisHoP,
Commissioner for the State of Wyoming.
GroOVER A. GILES,
Secretary.
Approved:
Harrny W. BASHORE,
Representative of the United States of
America.

Mr. KUCHEL. Madam President, ar-
ticle I of the compact provides as fol-
lows:

The major purposes of this compact are
to provide for the equitable division and ap-
portionment of the use of the waters of
the Colorado River system; to establish the
relative importance of different beneficial
uses of water; to promote interstate comity;
to remove causes of present and future con-
troversies, and to secure the expeditious ag-
ricultural and industrial development of the
Colorado River Basin, the storage of its
waters, and the protection of life and prop-
erty from floods. To these ends the Colorado
River Basin is divided into two basins, and
an opportionment of the use of part of the
water of the Colorado River system is made
to each of them with the provision that
further equitable apportionments may be
made.

Article II states certain definitions
with respect to the phrases used in the
compact.

Article ITI constitutes an attempt to
substitute for the Supreme Court’s ruling
an agreement to apportion water.

Article IIT (a) reads as follows:

(a) There is hereby apportioned from the
Colorado Rilver system in perpetuity to the
upper basin and the lower basin, respec-
tively, the exclusive beneficial consumptive
use of 7,600,000 acre-feet of water per an-
num, which shall include all water necessary
foxl;s téhe supply of any rights which may now
e .

I observe that the upper basin means
those parts of the States of Arizona, Col-
orado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming,
within and from which waters naturally
drain into the Colorado River system
above Lee Ferry. That is set forth in
article IT in describing the upper basin.

The lower basin, which by subdivision
(a) of article III of this compact is to
be treated equally with the upper basin,
consists of the States of Arizona, Cali-
fornia, and Nevada. I now read subsec-
tions (b) and (¢) of article III:

(b) In addition to the apportionment in
paragraph (a), the lower basin is hereby
given the right to increase its beneficial con-
sumptive use of such waters by 1 million
acre-feet per annum,

(c) If, as a matter of international comity,
the United States of America shall hereafter
recognize in the United States of Mexico any
right to the use of any waters of the Colo-
rado River system, such waters shall be sup-
plied first from the waters which are surplus
over and above the aggregate of the quanti-
ties specified in paragraphs (a) and (b);
and if such surplus shall prove insufficient
for this purpose, then the burden of such
deficlency shall be equally borne by the
upper basin and the lower basin, and when-
ever necessary the States of the upper divi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

sion shall deliver at Lee Ferry water to sup-
ply one-half of the deficlency so recognized
in addition to that provided in paragraph
(d).

I observe that subsequent to the adop-
tion of this compact the Senate ratified a
proposed treaty with the Republic of
Mexico under which the people of the
United States guaranteed to deliver to
the people of Mexico 1,500,000 acre-feet
of water annually as the Colorado River
enters the territory of our neighbor,
Mexico.

Subsections (d) and (e) of article IIT
provide as follows:

(d) The States of the upper division will
not cause the flow of the river at Lee Ferry
to be depleted below an aggregate of 75
million acre-feet for any period of 10 consec~
utive years reckoned in continuing progres-
sive series beginning with the 1st day of
October next succeeding the ratification of
this compact.

(e) The States of the upper division shall
not withhold water, and the States of the
lower division shall not require the delivery
of water, which cannot reasonably be applied
to domestlc and agricultural uses.

I omit comment on the remaining
subsections of this article.

Thus it was agreed by those who
drafted this compact that 7,500,000 acre-
feet each year would be apportioned to
the lower basin, and a like amount to the
upper basin, irrespective of any rights of
appropriation which might be acquired
subsequent to the adoption of the com-
pact.

In a subsequent section of the pro-
posed compact it was agreed that any
rights then in existence to water in the
river would remain unimpaired.

There is a serious dispute—and an
honest one—as to what article III means.
Article III purports to divide the waters
equitably, and it speaks of beneficial con-
sumptive use. What is beneficial con-
sumptive use? This question is both
relevant and important in any discussion
with respect to legislation such as Senate
bill 500 contemplates.

One of the great experts on water law,
who came from the State of Colorado,
and who is called the father of the Colo-
rado River compact, commented on the
phrase “beneficial consumptive use.” I
refer to the late Delph E. Carpenter, who
stated, in a report printed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, T0th Congress, pages
577 to 586, December 4, 1928:

The term “beneficial consumptive use” is
to be distinguished from the amounts di-
verted from the river. It does mot mean
headgate diversion. It means the amount of
water consumed and lost to the river dur-
ing uses of the water diverted. Generally
speaking, it is the difference between the
aggregate diverted and the aggregat.a return
flow. It is the net loss occurring through
beneficial uses.

In Mr. Carpenter’'s opinion, the differ-
ence between the aggregate diverted and
the aggregate return flow constituted
beneficial consumptive use under the
compact, in other words, diversions less
returns to the river.

At any rate, the compact was approved
by every State with the exception of one,
namely, Arizona. Then it was provided
by Congress that if the 6 States would
approve the compact—in other words,
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all except Arizona—the compact would
be approved by the Congress, provided
that—a second condition—California, by
her own legislative decision, limited her-
self in the use of water,

Before the compact could go into ef-
fect, and before any such development
could take place in California with Fed-
eral assistance, not only would the com-
pact have to be approved by all the
States except Arizona, but, in addition,
California was required to place a ceiling
on the amount of water which she could
use. That was the decision of the Con~
gress. The State which I, in part, repre-
sent acquiesced and passed the required
limitation statute, which the Congress at
that time directed her to do.

When the bill which resulted in the
Boulder Canyon Project Act was under
consideration on the floor of the Senate,
in December 1928, an amendment was
adopted which now appears as a part of
section 4 (a) of that act. It provided, in
effect, that the project act should not
take effect unless 7 States should ratify
the compact within 6 months after the
date of its adoption, and the President
should so proclaim; or unless 6 of the
States, including California, should rat-
ify the compact and waive 7-State rati-
fication, and the President should so
proclaim; and California should agree,
by act of its legislature, to limit the con-
sumptive use—diversions less returns to
the river—of water from the Colorado
River system in California. So, as di-
rected, California by law limited herself
to 4,400,000 acre-feet of water appor-
tioned to the lower basin by article III
(a) of the Colorado River Compact, plus
one-half of the excess or surplus water
unapportioned by the compact.

That is what Congress told the State
which I, in part, represent it must do,
and that is what the State did.

Meanwhile, however, a different the-
ory of what constituted beneficial con-
sumptive use was developed among those
concerned with the problem in the upper
basin. I do not have it in my heart to
quarrel with reasonable people who dis-
agree as to the meaning and intent of
technical legal language.

I am sure it was upon a reasonable
basis that those in the upper Colorado
River Basin who are interested in the
subject found that “beneficial consump-
tive use” was different in its intent and
meaning from the sense which the State
of California found. I vigorously deny
the correctness of the upper basin defini-
tion.

Subsequently, Mr. President, in 1949,
the States of the upper basin entered
into their own compact. It contains a
provision that “beneficial consumptive
use,” the phrase to which I have alluded,
shall be determined “by the inflow-out-
flow method in terms of man-made de=
pletions of the virgin flow at Lee Ferry'—
appendix, volume II, page 60, article
VII.
This constitutes an attempt to convert
the compact from an upper Colorado
River system compact into a compact
relating only to the main stream.

By definition, the Colorado River sys-
tem includes the Colorado River and its
tributaries within the United States. T
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refer to article II of the Colorado River
compact.

“Beneficial consumptive use,” as Cali-
fornia understood and understands the
term, and as it was generally under-
stood at the time of the compact nego-
tiations, would include water lost to the
system by evapo-transpiration, wherever
such loss occurred.

Under the upper basin theory, only the
effect at Lee Ferry of upstream uses is
to be relevant and important.

Let me give an example, so that those
interested in reading the RECORD may
see what I am contending, under the
theory of the upper Colorado River
Basin States, the so-called inflow-out-
flow method. Assume a State diverted
a million acre-feet of water and trans-
ported it to an area for use elsewhere.
Had this water continued down the river,
and en route through evaporation or
transpiration, a loss of 200,000 acre-feet
could have been expected by the time it
reached the lower basin, the upper basin
States would say, “We are chargeable
under the Colorado River compact only
with 800,000 acre-feet. We are not
chargeable with the 200,000 acre-feet
which would have been lost between the
point of diversion and Lee Ferry.” The
lower basin States would disagree with
that argument and say that evapo-trans-
piration is a part of the charge of the
State which uses the water.

There we would have a question of
interpretation, which has a direct bear-
ing upon the proposed legislation which
is now before the Senate.

I wish to allude to one or two more ex-
amples of that type of disagreement and
then indicate what, in complete good
faith, ought to be done with respect to
the resolution of those situations.

Senators will recall that in article 3
(a) provision was made for the exclu-
sive beneficial consumptive use of
7,500,000 acre-feet of water per annum
to the upper basin and to the lower
basin, guaranteed in perpetuity.

The question arises: Does the appor-
tionment under the compact of the use
of 7,500,000 acre-feet per annum mean
an average of that amount over a pe-
riod of years, or a maximum in any one
year?

As in the interpretation of the phrase
“beneficial consumptive use,” the com-
pact must be given the same interpreta-
tion in both basins, the upper basin and
the lower basin.

The State of California contends that
“per annum” means what it seems to
mean, namely, each year, and that un-
der the compact that amount of water
shall be sent down annually. It is the
contention of those in the upper Colo-
rado Basin—and I believe I can say that
it is also the contention of the Depart-
ment of the Interior presently—that it
means an average, and that to satisfy
the requirement of the compact the up-
per basin can send 6 million acre-feet
down 1 year if it lets 9 million acre-
feet down the next year.

We deny it, and we deny it vigorously.

Ever since the compact was approved,
ever since the Hoover Dam was created
and built, and ever since the Federal
Government found a reasonable area in
which to assist the people in my State
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to operate and to provide water, Cali-
fornia, through various public agencies,
has entered into contracts with the Gov-
ernment of the United States, under
which water has been taken from the
Colorado River into the city of Los
Angeles and into most of the cities in
southern California, to suply them with
that which they need to live. That was
done under contracts which are firm and
exist at the present time, and which
call for amounts in excess of 4,400,000
acre-feet, to which California limited
itself, but of which, by the same token,
the statute passed by Congress permit-
ted California to avail herself.

That brings up the question of how
much water should come down into the
lower basin States each year, and that,
too, may well be a question upon which
reasonable minds may differ. However,
there ought to be some manner of arriv-
ing at who gets what before we enact
legislation which involves more than
$1,500,000,000.

I want the REecorp to indicate the
views of a distinguished American.
Those views coincide with my own, in
great part, at least. This distinguished
American graced the Senate as a highly
respected Member. He is now the dis-
tinguished and able Governor of Colo-
rado. I refer to the Honorable Edwin
Johnson.

I do not remember ever meeting a man
who was more generous to me with his
time, when I was even less experienced
than I am now, than our former col-
league, Ed Johnson. I took a great in-
terest in the comments he made on the
compact which I am discussing.

Cn December 20 of last year Governor
Johnson made & statement suggesting
that “storage below the State of Colorado
is not the answer.” I shall not read his
entire statement, although I think I
shall, in a few moments, ask unanimous
consent that it appear in the REcorp in
its entirety. I quote from his state-

- ment, as follows:

Either the seven-State compact—

And that, Mr. President, is the same
as the Colorado River compact—

specifically denies to the upper hasin the
right to withhold water which it cannot use
for agricultural and domestic purposes or it
does not deny us such a right. Either it
denies to the upper basin the right to with-
hold water to develop power or it does not
deny us that right. Let us look at the docu-
ment which has been ratified by the legisla-
tures of seven States for the correct answers
to these pertinent questions.

Here is that irrevocable record:

“ARTICLE II

*“(h) The term ‘domestic use’ shall in-
clude the use of water for household, stock,
municipal, mining, milling, industrial, and
other like purposes, but shall exclude the
generation of electrical power.

*“ARTICLE 11X

“{e) The States of the upper division shall
not withhold water, and the States of the
lower division shall not require the delivery
of water, which cannot reasonably be applied
to domestic and agricultural uses."

Mr. President, I again quote from Gov-
ernor Johnson's statement:

The upper and lower basins were each ap-
portioned from the Colorado River system
the exclusive beneficial consumptive use of
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7,500,000 acre-feet of water per annum, and
in addition the lower basin was given the
permission to increase its beneficial con-
sumptive use of an extra million acre-feet
per annum of surplus water. However, the
7,600,000 acre-feet awarded to the lower
States had a very clear priority over the
7,600,000 acre-feet awarded to the upper
States. In reality, the compact gave the
lower States 7,500,000 acre-feet of water per
annum and the upper States that much
water if there should be any water left in
the river, provided the upper States used
that water only for domestic or agricultural
purposes.

Who said that, Mr. President? That
was not an individual residing in my
State; that was the gentleman who is the
present Governor of Colorado.

Here we have a compact which has
been in existence since 1922 and which is
susceptible, apparently, of various in-
terpretations. I desire to be as fair and
as frank as I can be in this discussion,
but there is the comment which the Gov-
ernor of Colorado made on the relative
rights of the lower basin States and the
upper basin States.

I read one more paragraph from Gov-
ernor Johnson's statement:

I am compelled to keep emphasizing that
whatever water is stored in the Glen Canyon
and Echo Park Reservoirs will be surplus to
the agricultural and domestic needs of the
upper basin, and must be delivered to the
lower basin to satisfy the award of 1,500,000
acre-feet to Mexico and 1 million acre-feet
to the lower basin. Furthermore, should
the lower basin require an additional supply
of water for agricultural and domestic pur-
poses the water stored in these reservoirs
must be released.

I cite that again, Mr. President, to
emphasize that a prominent American,
now the Governor of Colorado, agrees
that a solemn compact to which all
States in the Colorado River Basin ex-
cept Arizona assented must now be lived
up to and adhered to under any legis-
lation which this Congress may enact.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of Gov. Ed C.
Johnson, of Colorado, be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STORAGE BELOW THE STATE OF COLORADO IS
Nor THE ANSWER

(Statement released to press December 20,
1854, by Governor-elect Ed C. Johnson, of
Colorado)

Interested persons on the eastern and west-
ern slopes of Colorado have expressed confi-
dence in me, as Governor, to resolve the very
controversial water problem that plagues
both slopes. This is a tremendous respon-
sibility and challenge but its vital nmature
demands my acceptance. Accordingly, I
ghall do my utmost to work out something
which will benefit both slopes and injure
neither.

However, before we begin the task of allo-
cating Colorado's share of the water of the
Colorado River system, we first must take
stock of the quantity and the location of the
water that is available to us. There are very
serious misconceptions, widely held, in regard
to the burdens placed on this State by the
specific provisions of the Seven State Com-
pact and the official interpretations with
respect to them. These limitations should
be understood clearly by all parties con-
cerned, since they are basic to any plan to
develop the upper Colorado River Basin., It
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is with that purpose in mind that I have
prepared this document. If my conclusions
are in error I want to be shown wherein the
error lies.

Either the 7-State compact specifically
denies to the upper basin the right to with-
hold water which it cannot use for agri-
cultural and domestic purposes or it does
not deny us such a right. Either it denies
to the upper basin the right to withhold
water to develop power or it does not deny
us that right. Let us look at the document
which has been ratified by the legislature of
seven States for the correct answers to these
pertinent questions.

Here is that irrevocable record:

“ARTICLE II

“{h) The term ‘domestic use’ shall include
the use of water for household, stock, munic-
ipal, mining, milling, industrial, and other
like purposes, but shall exclude the genera-
tion of electrical power.

“ARTICLE HI

“(e) The States of the upper division shall
not withhold water, and the States of the
lower division shall not require the delivery
of water, which cannot reasonably be ap-
plied to domestic and agricultural uses.”

The Honorable Herbert Hoover, Secretary
of Commerce of the United States, was ap-
pointed by the President to serve as chair-
man of the Seven State Compact Commission
as the official representative of the Govern-
ment of the United States, pursuant to an
act of Congress. He was the chairman of the
Colorado River Commission that drafted and
signed the Seven State Colorado River com-
pact. In answer to the question propounded
by Congressman HAYDEN these points in the
compact were interpreted officially by him
on January 27, 1923, before any State had
ratified the compact, as follows:

“Question 14. Can paragraph (d) of article
III be construed to mean that the States of
the upper division may withhold all except
75 million acre-feet of water within any
period of 10 years and thus not only secure
the amount to which they are entitled under
the apportionment made in paragraph (a)
but also the entire unapportioned surplus
waters of the Colorado River?

“Answer. No. Paragraph (a) of article III
apportions to the upper basin 7,500,000 acre-
feet per annum. Paragraph (e) of article
III provides that the States of the upper
division shall not withhold water that cannot
be beneficially used. Paragraph (f) and (g)
of this article specifically leave to further
apportionment water now unapportioned.
There is, therefore, no possibility of con-
struing paragraph (d) of this article as sug-
gested.

“Question 19. Why is the impounding of
water for power purposes made subservient
to its use and consumption for agricultural
and domestic purposes, as provided in para-
graph (b) of article IV?

“Answer. (a) Because such subordination
conforms to established law, either by con-
stitution or statute, in most of the semiarid
States. This provision frees the farmer from
the danger of damage suits by power com-
panies in the event of conflict between them.
(b) Because the cultivation of land naturally
outranks in importance the generation of
power, since it is the most important of
human activities, the foundation upon which
all other Industries finally rest. (c) Because
there was a general agreement by all parties
appearing before the commission, including
those representing power interests, that such
preference was proper.

“Question 20. Will this subordination of
the development of hydroelectric power to
domestic and agricultural uses, combined
with the apportionment of 7,500,000 acre-
feet of water to the upper basin, utterly
destroy an asset of the State of Arizona con-
sisting of 3 million horsepower, which it is
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sald could otherwise be developed within that
State if the Colorado River continued to
flow, undiminished in wvolume, across its
northern boundary line and through the
Grand Canyon?

“Answer. The compact provides that no
water is to be withheld above, that cannot
be used for purposes of agriculture. The
lower basin will therefore receive the entire
flow of the river, less only the amount con=-
sumptively used in the upper States for agri-
cultural purposes.”

On December 15, 1922, Hon. Delph E. Car-
penter, commissioner for Colorado, reported
to Gov. Oliver H. Shoup his analysis of
this compact which he helped to formulate.
His comments and observations are especial-
ly pertinent. In this official report he said:

“Power claims will always be limited by
the quantity of water necessary for domestic
and agricultural purposes. The generation
of power is made subservient to the preferred
and dominant uses and shall not interfere
with junior preferred uses in either basin."

On March 20, 1923, Delph E. Carpenter in
a joint letter to Colorado Senator M. E.
Bashor and Colorado Representative Royal
W. Calkins, said, among other things:

“All power uses in both basins are made
subservient to the use and consumption of
such water for agricultural and domestic
purposes and shall not interfere with or
prevent use for such dominant purposes.”

The interpretation of Hon. W. S. Norviel,
commissioner for Arizona, published Janu-
ary 15, 1923, contains this language:

“The third principle established by the
compact was to fix a time when the remain-
der of the water unallotted and unused
might be apportioned.

“The fourth principle fixes a preference
in agricultural uses over power.

“The fifth principle, that the upper States
shall not withhold water that cannot be
reasonably applied for agricultural uses.”

Senator Hayden, Arizona, propounded 19
questions to Hon. A, P. Davis, Director,
United States Reclamation Service, to which
the director made the following replies on
January 30, 1923:

“Question 10. Is it true that, if the Colo-
rado River compact is adopted, all of the
water that Arizona will ever get out of the
main river will be enough to irrigate only
280,000 acres of land, of which 130,000 acres
are now embraced in the Yuma project and
110,000 acres in the Parker project?

“Answer, The Colorado River compact does
not attempt to divide the water of the river
between individual States. Except for rights
already initiated by California and Nevada,
there is nothing in the compact that will
prevent the State of Arizona from taking
from the river all the water that it can put
to beneficial use.

“Question 19. Any further comment that
you may care to make relative to the ap-
proval of the Colorado River compact by the
Arizona State Legislature will be appre-
ciated.

“Answer. The Colorado River compact pro-
vides that the lower basin shall be guaran-
teed an average of 7,500,000 acre-feet of
water annually from the upper basin and
all of the yield of the lower basin, and that
any water not beneficially used for agricul-
tural and domestic uses shall likewise be al-
lowed to run down for use below."

It should be noted that these official in-
terpretations were made before the compact
was ratified by any State except Nevada and
were not disputed by Colorado or any other
State at the time it ratified the compact.
Most certainly we are bound hand and foot
by them.

At the time the seven-State compact was
adopted and ratified, it was contemplated
that a treaty would be negotiated later be-
tween the United States and Mexico which
would allocate to Mexico certain quantities
of water defined in acre-feet, out of the Col-

4561

orado River system. Furthermore, it spelled
out just how that burden should fall upon
the lower basin and the upper basin. The
compact specified that to the extent there is
surplus water in the Colorado River system,
such surplus water would be utilized and
the balance of the burden would be shared
equally by the upper and lower basins,

“ARTICLE III

“(e) If, as a matter of international com-
ity, the United States of America shall here-
after recognize in the United States of
Mexico any right to the use of any waters of
the Colorado River system, such waters shall
be supplied first from the waters which are
surplus over and above the aggregate of the
quantities specified in paragraphs (a) and
(b); and if such surplus shall prove in-
sufficient for this purpose, then, the burden
of such deficiency shall be equally borne by
the upper basin and the lower basin, and
whenever necessary the States of the upper
division shall deliver at Lee Ferry water to
supply one-half of the deficiency so recog-
nized in addition to that provided in para-
graph (d).

“(d) The States of the upper division will
not cause the flow of the river at Lee Ferry
to be depleted below an aggregate of 75 mil-
lion acre-feet for any period of 10 consecutive
years reckoned in continuing progressive
series beginning with the first day of October
next succeeding the ratification of this com-
pact.”

If the upper basin States build storage res-
ervoirs at the Glen Canyon and Echo Park
sites as is now contemplated, the water with-
held thereby will, of necessity, be surplus
water since the upper States cannot use it for
agricultural or domestic purposes, and the
upper States, therefore, must deliver such
water to Mexico as is allocated to her under
the provision of the seven-State compact.

Senator HAYDEN asked Chalirman of the
Commission, Herbert Hoover, about this and
was answered as follows:

“Question 15. Does paragraph (d) of ar-
ticle III in any way modify the obligation of
the States of the upper division, as expressed
in paragraph (e¢), to permit the surplus and
unapportioned water to flow down in satis-
faction of any right to water which may
hereafter be accorded by treaty to Mexico?
Within any year of a 10-year period, could
the States of the upper division shift to the
States of the lower division the entire bur-
den of supplying such water to Mexico?

“Answer. (a) No. It is provided in the
compact that the upper States shall add
their share of any Mexican burden to the
delivery to be made at Lee Ferry, whenever
any Mexican rights shall be established by
treaty. By paragraph (c¢) of article III, such
an amount of water is to be delivered in
addition to the 75 million acre-feet other-
wise provided for. (b) In the face of the
specific provision of article IITI (c) that the
burden of any deficiency must be ‘equally
borne," I can see no possibility of placing
upon the lower division the entire burden.
If the surplus is sufficient, there is no bur-
den on anyone. If it is insufficient the
plain language is that it must be equally
shared, with the equally plain provision that
the upper division must furnish its half."”

Delph Carpenter in his official report to
Governor Shoup said:

“Any waters necessary to supply lands in
the Republic of Mexico (hereafter to be de-
termined by international treaty) shall be
supplied from the surplus flow of the river.
If the surplus is not sufficient, any deficiency
shall be borne equally by the upper basin
and the lower basin.”

I am certain that Mr. Carpenter would
have added, had he thought such a doubt
were to be raised, “Water held in the upper
basin to generate power and which for phys-
ical reasons could not be used by the upper
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basin for agricultural or domestic purposes
is surplus water to the upper basin.” BSuch
an interpretation must be crystal clear to
any student of the seven-State compact and
the official interpretations of its provisions.

The upper and lower basins were each
apportioned from the Colorado River system
the exclusive beneficial consumptive use of
7,600,000 acre-feet of water per annum, and
in addition the lower basin was given the
permission to increase its beneficial con-
sumptive use of an extra million acre-feet
per annum of surplus water. However, the
7,600,000 acre-feet awarded to the lower
States had a very clear priority over the
7,500,000 acre-feet awarded to the upper
States. In reality, the compact gave the
lower States 7,500,000 acre-feet of water per
annum and the upper States that much
water if there should be any water left in
the river, provided the upper States used
that water only for domestic or agricultural
purposes.

“ARTICLE III

“(a) There 15 hereby apportioned from the
Colorado River system in perpetuity to the
upper basin and to the lower basin, respec-
tively, the exclusive beneficial consumptive
use of 7,500,000 acre-feet of water per annum,
which shall include all water necessary for
the supply of any rights which may now
exist.

“(b) In addition to the apportionment in
paragraph (a) the lower basin is hereby
given the right to increase its beneficial
consumptive use of such waters by 1 million
acre-feet per annum.”

But here is the catch in this award:

“(d) The States of the upper division will
not cause the flow of the river at Lee Ferry
to be depleted below an aggregate of 75 mil-
lion acre-feet for any period of 10 consecu-
tive years reckoned in continuing progressive
geries beginning with the first day of October
next succeeding the ratification of this com-
pact.”

The following quotes from the questions
by Senator HaYpEN and answered on January
27, 1923, by Chairman of the Commission
Herbert Hoover leave nothing to the imagina-
tion with respect to the extira 1 million acre-
feet of surplus water awarded the lower
basin. The extra million acre-feet is to be
met out of surplus waters over and above the
7,500,000 acre-feet allocated annually to each
of the two basins and it does not take
priority over the upper States award of T,-
500,000 feet provided they use all of their
7,600,000 for agricultural and domestic pur-
poses. If the upper basin stores water for
power purposes at least a million acre-feet
per annum must go to satisfy this demand.

“Question 6. Are the 1 million additional
acre-feet of water apportioned to the lower
basin in paragraph (b) of article III supposed
to be obtained from the Colorado River or
solely from the tributaries of that stream
within the State of Arizona?

' “Answer. The use of the words ‘such
waters' in this paragraph clearly refers to
waters from the Colorado River system, and
the extra 1 million acre-feet provided for can
therefore be taken from the main river or
from any of its tributaries.

“Question 22, Does the Colorado River
compact apportion any water to the State of
Arizona?

“Answer. No; nor to any other State in-
dividually. The apportionment is to the
groups.”

It should be noted, and I repeat, that
Secretary Hoover's official interpretations
were made befare the compact was ratified by
any State; furthermore It was not disputed
by any of them when they did ratify it.

On December 15, 1922, Colorado Commis-
sloner Delph E. Carpenter in his official re-
port to the Governor of Colorado, the Honor-
able Oliver H. Shoup, submitted several
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tables explalning the allocation of the water
of the Colorado River system.
Table 4 reads as follows:

Table 4

Acre-feet
Upper division allocation, in-
cludes present consumption..
Lower division allocation, in-
cludes present consumption_. 7, 500, 000

Lower division permissible in-
1, 000, D00

7, 500, 000

crease in water consumption__

Total allocated or per-
18, 000, 000

4, 500, 000

Estimated average annual
water supply_- - ______ 20, 500, 000

Mr. Carpenter also sald in this report:

“At any time after 40 years, if the devel-
opment in the upper basin has reached
7,600,000 acre-feet annual beneficial con-
sumptive use or that of the lower basin has
reached 8,500,000 acre-feet, any two States
may call for a further apportionment of any
surplus waters of the river.”

On March 20, 1923, Colorado Commission-
er Delph E. Carpenter, in a joint letter to
Colorado Senator M. E. Bashor and Colorado
Representative Royal W. Calkins, said,
among other things:

“Paragraph (b), article III, permits the
lower basin to increase its annual beneficial
consumptive use of water 1 million acre-
feet. The two paragraphs permit an aggre-
gate annual beneficial consumptive use of
8,500,000 acre-feet, and no more. The words
“per annum,” as used in paragraph (b) are
not synonymous with the word ‘annually.’
No cumulative increase is intended by that
paragraph.”

On February 10, 1923, Colorado Commis-
sioner Delph E. Carpenter addressed a tele-
gram to the Honorable Herbert Hoover,
Chairman, Colorado River Commission, and
received a prompt reply. On February 13,
1923, he addressed a telegram to the Honor-
able R. T. McKisick, deputy attorney general,
Sacramento, Calif,, and that same day re-
ceived a reply.

These exchanges of telegrams are pertinent
to an understanding of this phase of the
compact and are inserted here:

CAPITOL BUILDING,
Denver, Colo., February 10, 1923.
Hon. HErRBERT HOOVER,
Chairman, Colorado River
Commission, Washington, D. C.

Do you concur with me that the intent of
the Commission in framing the Colorado
River compact is as follows:

That paragraph (b) of article IIT means
that the lower basin may increase its annual
beneficial consumptive use of water 1 mil-
lion acre-feet and no more?

DeLPH E, CARPENTER.

WaSHINGTON, D. C., February 12, 1923,
DeLPH E. CARPENTER,
State Capitol, Denver, Colo.:

I concur with you, and shall so advise Con-
gress In my report, that the intent of the
Commission in framing the Colorado River
compact was as follows:

Paragraph (b) of article ITII means that
lower basin may acquire rights under the
compact to annual beneficlal consumptive
use of water in excess of the apportionment
in paragraph (a) of that article by 1 million
acre-feet and no more. There is nothing in
the compact to prevent the States of either
basin using more water than the amount ap-
portioned under paragraphs (a) and (b) of
article ITI, but such use would be subject to
the further apportionment provided for in
paragraph (f) of article III and would vest
no rights under the present compact.

HerBerRT HoOVER.
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DexnveR, CoLo., February 13, 1923.
R. T. McKisicr,
Deputy Attorney General,
Sacramento, Calif.:

Do you concur with me that intent of
Commission in framing Colorado River com-
pact was as follows:

That paragraph (b) of article III means
that the lower basin may increase its annual
beneficial consumptive use of water 1 million
acre-feet and no more?

DerpH E. CARPENTER.
BacraMENTO, CaALIF., February 13, 1923.
Hon. DELPH E. CARPENTER,
State Capitol, Denver, Colo.r

Am of opinion that paragraph (b) of
article III permits increase of annual bene-
ficial consumptive use of water by lower
basin to 8,500,000 acre-feet total or 1 million
in excess quantity apportioned each basin in
perpetuity by paragraph (a), article III, and
no more. When both paragraphs are read
together no other construction tenable.
“Per annum"” not synonymous with *“an-
nually."

R. T. McKI1siCE.
SACRAMENTO, CaLlF., February 15, 1923.
DeLrH E. CARPENTER,
Denver, Colo.:
My interpretation of article III and VIII
well expressed in McKisick's wire of the 13th.
W. F. McCLURE,
Seven State Compact Commissioner
Jfor California.

Utah Commissioner R. E. Caldwell, in his
report to the Utah Senate, among other
things said:

“The lower basin States, for the most part,
when they divert their water, wholly con-
sume it and they get no credit for use of
return flow for it does not exist, and they are,
therefore, limited to the diversion of 8,500,-
000 acre-feet and are held strictly to the re-
quirement of consumptive beneficial use of
such as they do divert.”

In the report to the Governor of California
by Hon. W. F. McClure, commissioner for
California, made January 8, 1923, appears
this statement:

“In conclusion permit me to add that the
terms of the compact do full justice to the
States in interest, and the equitable division
and apportionment of the use of the waters
of the Colorado River system whereby the
lower basin is allocated 7,500,000 acre-feet
per annum, with an allowable increase of
1 million acre-feet per annum by reason of
the probably rapid development upon the
lower river, and fully guarantees to Cali-
fornia an ample water supply to adequately
care for the enormous future growth of the
Imperial Valley and adjacent territory.”

The Honorable Herbert Hoover, who, as I
have said, was the chairman of the commis-
sion that drafted and approved by its unan=
imous vote the seven-State compact, said:

“The lower basin will, therefore, receive
the entire flow of the river, less only the
amount consumptively used in the upper
States for agricultural purposes.”

The Honorable A. P. Davis, Director of the
Reclamation Bureau, on January 30, 1923,
announced that:

“The Colorado River compact provides
that the lower basin shall be guaranteed an
average of 7,500,000 acre-feet of water an-
nually from the upper basin and all of the
yleld of the lower basin, and that any water
not beneficially used for agricultural and
domestic uses (in the upper basin) shall
likewise be allowed to run down for use
below."”

This data proves conclusively that the
extra 1 million acre-feet of water per annum
allocated fo the lower basin is to be acquired
from the surplus and otherwise unallocated
water of the Colorado River system. The
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same is true of the 1,500,000 allocated an-
nually by treaty to the United States of
Mexico.

I am compelled to keep emphasizing that
whatever water is stored in the Glen Canyon
and Echo Park Reservoirs will be surplus to
the agricultural and domestic needs of the
upper basin, and must be delivered to the
lower basin to satisfy the award of 1,500,000
acre-feet to Mexico and 1 million acre-feet
to the lower basin. Furthermore, should
the lower basin require an additional supply
of water for agricultural and domestic pur-
poses the water stored in these reservoirs
must be released.

Under the seven-State compact the upper
States must deliver at Lee Ferry in each 10-
year perlod 75 milllon acre-feet to the lower
States and Tl milllon acre-feet to Mexico
before they can use 1 drop of water them-
selves beyond what they used before the
seven-State compact was ratified. In the
current 10-year period that will leave only
3,250,000 acre-feet per year for their total
use. In the previous 10-year period they
would have had 4,150,000 acre-feet a year.
In 1902 the upper basin States under this
formula would have had no water at all.

The Reclamation Bureau estimates that
the proposed storage reservoirs in the up-
per Colorado Basin will cost the upper basin
880,000 acre-feet annually in evaporation.
It will be charged to the upper basin as
consumptive use. Colorado’s portion of that
loss would be 400,000 acre-feet.

Water still does not run up hill, and stor-
age down the river from Colorado to gener-
ate electric energy, frowned upon by the
T-State compact, cannot secure for use 1
drop of water, but to the contrary, will cost
us 400,000 acre-feet annually in evapora-
tion, which under the upper Colorado Ba=-
sin compact will be charged to Colorado as
consumptive use.

Colorado is close to the bottom of the
barrel insofar as Colorads River water is con-
cerned. Colorado has a record of lavish
generosity to all of her neighbor States. Now
at this late date it will be State suicide un-
less she looks after her own Interests with
courage and wisdom. She positively cannot
afford the loss of 400,000 additional acre-feet.
She cannot afford to agree to a storage plan
whose certain effect will be to create addi-
tional surplus water out of the upper basin's
meager supply, which under the 7-State
compact must go to the lower basin. Colo=-
rado must insist that the 42 reservoirs sur-
veyed in the high country of Colorado be
authorized simultaneously with the author-
ization of the storage plan and which will
give Colorado an absolute right to the water
which is developcd.

The Hill report prepared pursuant to a
contract with the Colorado Legisiature in-
dicates there is something over a million
acre-feet of unappropriated water In the
Colorado River system in Colorado. How=-
ever, the Hill report did not charge Colorado
with the burden of Colorado's portion of the
priority commitment to Mexico, which under
the 7-State compact cannot be less than
375,000 acre-feet. And, another thing, if
Glen Canyon and the Echo Park reser-
voirs are built, Colorado's portion of the
Mexican burden becomes not less than 750,-
000 acre-feet annually. Had Mr. Hill rec-
ognized these binding and irrevocable pri=
orities and the evaporation of the down-
river storage plans, which is to be charged
to Colorado as “consumptive use" of 400,000
acre-feet, he could not have shown any un-
appropriated water whatsoever In Colorado
for Colorado.

Colorado has entered Into Irrevocable com-
pacts with all of the States to the east, west,
north, and south. In each of these com-
pacts Colorado has heen generous to a fault.
Now most of her water is lost forever, and
yet her mneighbors are asking her to sur-
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render more and more of this most preclous
resource. The time has come when Colo=
rado's dwindling supply must be guarded
jealously and protected fully. That is a
responsibility which I, as Governor of Colo=-
rado, must assume,

Who will say that the Glen Canyon Dam
in the State of Arizona and the Echo Park
Dam on the Colorado-Utah border are not
extraordinary dams from an engineering
point of view, Glen Canyon is the sort of
project that makes an engineer's mouth
water, and the Reclamation Bureau is a
Burean of engineers. Who will say that these
projects will not be of incalculable value
to the lower basin. Glen Canyon, which
will collect 100,000 acre-feet of silt & year,
will extend the life of the Hoover project
500 years, but what I want someone to tell
me is, “Why should they be built with upper
Colorado Basin funds at the water expense of
the State of Colorado?”

There is only one route remaining for us
to take. We must put our water to beneficial
use in our own State if we are to gain any
right to it. That is the plain language of
the T7-State compact. It states that con-
dition with equivocation. The Reclamation
Bureau has explored 42 reservoir sites high
up on the Colorado River system in Colorado.
We cannot, we dare not settle for less than
their authorization now. Congressional au-
thorization does not mean immediate con-
struction, but it will give to these proposed
reservoir sites an official priority. Colorado
contributes 72 percent of the water of the
upper Colorado River Basin. 1Is it asking too
much that we be allowed to use less than
one-fourth of what we produce? If that is
wrong, then I am wrong.

Ep C. JorNSON.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I wish
now to speak very briefly concerning In-
dian rights to Colorado River waters,

The 1922 compact provides in article
VII thereof that nothing therein shall be
construed as affecting the obligations of
the United States to Indian tribes.
article VII of the upper basin compact of
1948 requires that uses of water by the
United States and its wards shall be
charged as a use by the State in which
the use is made.

Let me quote one of the witnesses tes-
tifying in favor of similar legislation
before the Senate Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs last year. I refer to
Judge Jean Breitenstein. He said, page
290 of the 1954 report on Senate bill
1565:

A California spokesman in the House hear-
ings on this project has stated that the
Bureau of Indian Affairs has construed the
compact as meaning that the Indian claims
in effect are prior and constitute the first
demand upon the water supply. If such a
theory should be upheld, then every right to
the use of water of the Colorado River and
its tributaries is of doubtful validity.

Mr. President, I wish to reemphasize
the importance of that statement, on the
part of a witness appearing in favor of
legislation similar to that with which we
are today confronted:

If such a theory should be upheld, then
every right to the use of water of the Colo-
rado River and its tributaries is of doubtful
validity.

Mr. President, across the street in the
United States Supreme Court there is
pending a lawsuit brought by the State
of Arizona against the State of Cali-
fornia and other parties. The Govern-
ment of the United States has inter-
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vened in that lawsuit, At issue are in-
terpretations of the Colorado River
compact to which I have alluded. In
part the controversy revolves around
the rights of Indians to waters involved
in the Colorado River compact. That is
a serious question in this controversy.
As I have said, the Colorado River com-
pact provides that nothing in that docu-
ment shall impair the obligations of the
United States to the Indian tribes.

In the report of Mr. Delph E. Carpen-
ter, to whom I have previously referred,
it is stated that the apportionment to
each basin includes all diversions neces-
sary to serve Indians and Indian tribes.

The upper Colorado Basin has a
similar provision in its compact. How-
ever, in its petition of intervention in the
pending case of Arizona against Cali-
fornia, the United States alleges that
the rights to the use of water by Indians
and Indian tribes are in no way subject
to or affected by the Colorado River
compact.

During the hearings this year, the
committee heard testimony by the head
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, of the
Department of the Interior. I attempted
to elicit from him exactly what the
position of the Government of the
United States was with respect to Indian
rights in the waters of the Colorado
River. I asked him the following ques-
tion, which appears on page 41 of the
printed hearings:

Mr. Emmons, what iIs the present view of
your office respecting the rights of Indians
to water on the Colorado River?

Mr. Emmons replied:

Senator, first and foremost, I am inter-
ested in the rights established by treaties
for the Indians—all Indians of the country.
I believe that the Indians’ requirements
should be considered primarily.

On this matter, however, the Indians, the
same as they have in most other places,
have been practical and have indicated just
what their absolute requirements might be.

I then asked Mr., Emmons this
question:
Does your office have a firm position with

respect to any priorities on the rights of
Indians to Colorado River water?

Mr. Emmons answered:

I do not believe I am prepared to answer
that, Senator.

Indeed, I think I may say, Mr. Presi-
dent, with complete sincerity, that the
Department of the Interior has taken one
position on the question of Indian rights
to the waters of the Colorado River, and
that the Department of Justice has
taken, or at least has been inclined to
take, a diametrically opposite position
upon the same fundamental question.
If the rights of Indian tribes are finally
determined to be a first claim on the
waters, then the whole basin will be
thrown into chaos.

I respectfully suggest to my colleagues
who may desire to read the record that

there is only one place in which a fair,
honest, and impartial determination of

who is right and who is wrong on these
legal problems can be made, and that is
in the Supreme Court of the United
States. As a matter of fact, the State
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of California, as a defendant in the ac-
tion, the other day asked the Supreme
Court to consider joining in the lawsuit
all the other States which are parties
to the Colorado River compact. The
Supreme Court appointed a master and
referred that question to him,

As the debate on the bill proceeds in
the Senate today, and as I suppose it will
continue tomorrow, the problem of
whether the other States in the Colo-
rado River Basin should be joined in the
lawsuit is presently under consideration
by a master appointed by the Supreme
Court.

While I rather regret that it sometimes
is necessary to resort to litigation when
the public interest is involved, and I be-
lieve that negotiation is the best way
to handle these problems, nevertheless,
so long as a lawsuit, which involves the
question of the interpretation of the
Colorado River compact, is being tried
in the Supreme Court then I think, and
I hope, that the other States may be
joined, so that a final judicial decision
may answer those questions for all time.
But that is not a matter on which I
should pass judgment, and I assume I
should make no comment concerning it.

I wish to make one more statement
with respect to the responsibilities of the
States in the Basin. The two predeces-
sors in the Senate of my able colleague,
the distinguished senior Senator from
California [Mr. Enowranp]l, and me,
many years ago objected on the floor to
the ratification of the treaty with the
Republic of Mexico. They were joined
by a handful of Senators—no more.
Finally, the Senate, by an overwhelming
vote, ratified the treaty. I make nocom-
ment today on that action, except to say
that some present Members of the Sen-
ate, with whom I have discussed the
problem, take a little different view from
that held by their predecessors in days
gone by, when an additional burden was
placed upon the States in the Colorado
River Basin to carry water to our neigh-
bor, the Republic of Mexico.

The bill before the Senate provides
for the construction of 6 storage dams,
capable of storing 40,390,000 acre-feet
of water, costing $821,886,000; plus 33
participating projeets. It calls for an in-
vestment of $874,281,800 to supply 1,-
208,645 acres with new supplemental
water. Six storage dams and 33 partici-
pating projects, Mr. President.

It is true that the present adminis-
tration recommended Ilegislation de-
signed to assist in the development of
the States of the upper Colorado River
Basin. It is also true that the develop-
ment plan as outlined by the adminis-
tration consisted of 2 major storage
dams, not 6; and 11 participating irri-
gation and reclamation projects, not 33.

I am certain that my friends, particu-
larly the able junior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], will permit me
to make the statement, and will agree
with it, that the great majority of the
projects authorized, or tentatively au-
thorized, in the bill have not been ap-
proved by the Department of the Inte-
rior, nor have any reports on feasibility
been issued.

I must say that, to me, a comparative
newcomer in the Senate, it is a little
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difficult to follow a theory of legislation
which would authorize any project in
advance, and then would say that when
an administrator in the Department of
the Interior has subsequently approved
it, Congress will approve it. That is
putting the legislative cart before the
legislative horse, in my judgment,

It is true—and I wish to speak with
specific accuracy—that the measure con-
tains a group of projects which it is
provided must come back to Congress
for a second time. But, again, what use-
ful purpose would be served by such
qualified congressional authorization,
only to be followed by a second?

I believe a portion of the answer can
be found in the discussion in the com-
mittee with respect to the intention of
the bill. I think the proposed legisla-
tion, in its present form, attempts to
indicate, if the bill be passed, that the
projects included are only a part of an
overall development which would follow
automatically if the bill became law.

I read from page 7 of the bill, begin-
ning on line 7, as follows:

Sec. 2. It is not the intention of Congress,
in authorizing only those projects designated
in section 1 of this act, to limit, restrict,
or otherwise interfere with such comprehen-
sive developments as will provide for the
consumptive use by States of the Upper
Colorado River Basin of waters, the use of
which is apportioned to the upper Colorado
River Basin by the Colorado River compact
and to each State thereof by the upper Colo~
rado River Basin compact, nor to preclude
consideration and authorization by the Con-
gress of additional projects under the allo-
cations in the compacts as additional needs
are indicated.

This constitutes, I think I may say in
complete accuracy, something of a brand
new or novel approach to authorizing
legislation. Here some projects are au-
thorized; others are authorized, subject
to an administrative finding; and a third
category is authorized, subject (a) to an
administrative finding, and (b) to a sec-
ond congressional authorization. And
here also all these indicated other un-
named projects will in the future be au-
thorized.

In committee I asked what useful pur-
pose could be served by that device and
a so-called declaration of intent. Ineed
not say that one Congress cannot bind
another, and that a declaration of intent
indulged in by the 84th Congress will be
of no force and effect on the 85th or any
subsequent Congress.

I shall again in all frankness say, Mr.
President, that the committee did revise
section 2; and I should like to repeat
what I said earlier in the absence of the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER~
soN]l, that I have been treated in his
committee with all the courtesy and
friendship that any man could expect.
I only regret that I was not more effec-
tive in the efforts which I made.

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. President, will
the Senator yied?

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. While I recognize
there is a problem in trying to commit
future Congresses—a problem which the
Senator has mentioned—this procedure
grows out of the fact that the Bureau of
Reclamation has said, in respect to util-
izing water in these Western States,
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“There are certain of those projects we
would like to sponsor, but unfortunately
the States own the water within their
borders. Will you give us some direc-
tions as to how you would like to see it
done, and we will study those projects?”

This is not an attempt to bind the
Congress. This is an attempt on the
part of certain States, Colorado particu-
larly, to say, “These are the projects we
would like to see studied.”

That is the reason why I agree it is
loose language, because some projects
will have to come to Congress again for
confirmation. However, we tried to in-
dicate that we were not endeavoring to
commit Congress to anything in the fu-
ture; we say only that Congress shall
have a look at it. I think to that de-
gree and to that extent the Senator from
California has made a good contribution
to the work of our committee, even
though he may think he returned empty-
handed.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico. On the same point
I wish to refer to the hearings. When
Assistant Secretary Fred G. Aandahl was
testifying, and when he was asked if the
Department endorsed all provisions of
S. 500, his answer was:

I do not think that I would care to make
a full and straight answer to the question
that you have asked.

In that connection, Mr. President, I
wish to refer very briefly to the official
letter from the Bureau of the Budget.
I wish to read from that letter on S. 500,
which is dated March 17, 1955, and reads
in part:

In the absence of new information jus-
tifying their inclusion at this time we have
no basis for reappraising the merits of those
projects heretofore considered and not rec-
ommended for authorization either by the
Secretary of the Interlor or the Bureau of
the Budget. Similarly, in the absence of
detalled planning reports for those projects
not heretofore considered by the Bureau of
the Budget, including data on engineering,
finaneial, and economic feasibility, detailed
estimates of costs and benefits, and suffi-
cient other pertinent information necessary
for a complete understanding of the justi-
fication and necessity for the work, there
is no adequate basis for appraising the mer-
its of such projects. For these reasons we
believe that the authorizations for the Cross
Mountain, Flaming Gorge, Curecantl, and
Navajo units, and the Gooseberry, San Juan-
Chama, and Navajo participating projects
should be deferred until the necessary in-
formation justifying such action has been
submitted to the Congress in accordance
with established procedures.

Mr. President, at this point in my re-
marks I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the letter from the Bureau of
the Budget be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D. C., March 17, 1955,
Hon. JaMmes E, MURRAY,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DeAR MR, CHATRMAN: This will acknowl-
edge Mr. Stewart French's letter of January
20, 1855, requesting the views of the Bureau
of the Budget on 8. 500, a bill “To authorize
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the Secretary of the Interior to construct,
operate, and maintain the Colorado River
storage project and participating projects,
and for other purposes.”

Enactment of legislation authorizing the
Colorado River storage project was recom-
mended by the President both in his state
of the Union message and his budget message
this year. The views of this Bureau concern-
ing the details of such legislation were ex-
pressed in letters of March 18, 1954, to your
committee and to the Secretary of the In-
terior, which are printed in Senate Report No,
1983, 83d Congress, 2d session. On April 1,
1954, a draft bill, which was developed in
collaboration with the Department of the
Interior, was submitted to your committee.

With respect to the detailed provisions of
8. 6500, this Bureau has the following com-
ments:

1. In the absence of new Information jus-
tifying their inclusion at this time we have
no basis for reappraising the merits of those
projects heretofore considered and not rec-
ommended for authorization either by the
Secretary of the Interior or the Bureau of
the Budget. Similarly, in the absence of de-
tailed planning reports for those projects
not heretofore considered by the Bureau of
the Budget, including data on engineering,
financial, and economic feasibility, detailed
estimates of costs and benefits, and sufficient
other pertinent information necessary for a
complete understanding of the justification
and necessity for the work, there is no ade-
quate basis for appraising the merits of such
projects. For these reasons we believe that
the authorizations for the Cross Mountain,
Flaming Gorge, Curecanfi, and Navaho
units, and the Gooseberry, San Juan-Chama,
and Navaho participating projects should be
deferred until the necessary information
Justifying such action has been submitted
to the Congress in accordance with estab-
lished procedures.

2. There would appear to be ample justi-
fication for the closest cooperation between
the Departments of Agriculture and Interior
concerning the agricultural aspects of the
participating projects. The use of the word
“consultation” on page 3, line 25, would,
therefore, be understood to mean consulta-
tion in its broadest sense.

3. Sectlon 7 and reference to 1t in section
1 (2) (a) (iil) is interpreted to mean that
all costs for improvements in fish and wild-
life, as well as mitigation of losses not at-
tributable to the construction of the project,
shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable
and shall be financed by the agencies re-
sponsible for these programs. However, the
cost of preventing damage attributable to
the construction of the project should be
treated as a part of the cost and allocated to
the various purposes in the same manner as
other damages. The addition of clarifying
language would avoid misinterpretations.

4. The inclusion of sectlon 10 in our draft
bill referred to above, namely, “Construction
of the projects herein authorized shall
proceed as rapidly as is consistent with
budgetary requirements and the economic
needs of the country,” would appear to be a
desirable addition to 8. 500, since this would
be the principal consideration in determin-
ing rate of construction and development.

5. It is considered that the authorization
should be limited to $950 million, as proposed
in the draft bill, in order to give the Congress
a greater measure of control over the extent
of the development and an opportunity to
review the program from time to time.

6. Since we do not have detailed informa-
tion concerning the ecity of Denver's proposed
Blue River project or the effects of the pyo-
visions of section 11 of S. 500 on the interests
of the Federal Government or on pending
litigation, we are not in a position to com-
ment on this section at this time, and have
requested the Department of Justice to re-
view this section,
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7. The Bureau of the Budget also is not in
a position to comment on section 12, until we
have received the views of the Department of
Justice on this section.

8. It is recommended that the title be
amended to read, “To authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
miaintain initial units of the Colorado River
storage project and participating projects,
and for other purposes.”

Accordingly, it is recommended that S. 500
be amended as outlined above.

Sincerely yours,
DonaALD R. BELCHER,
Assistant Director.

(At this point Mr. KvucHEL yielded to
Mrs. SmiTe of Maine, who addressed the
Senate and reported on her recent world
tour. Her speech appears in the REec-
orp, following Mr. KUCHEL'S remarks.)

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, I wish
to speak briefly now on the question of
quality of water as it is raised in the
pending legislation. Article VIITI of the
Colorado River compact provides:

Present perfected rights to the beneficial
use of waters of the Colorado River system
are unhampered by this compact.

In the lawsuit Arizona against Cali-
fornia, California alleges that the word
“unhampered” as used in that article of
the compact means unhampered as to
both quantity and quality of water to
which the perfected rights relate. Cali-
fornia alleges that as of the effective
date of the compact, her present per-
fected rights are to be not less than
4,950,000 acre-feet of water.

When the hearings were held on S.
500, one of the distinguished citizens of
my State who testified was Mr. Evan T.
Hewes, a member of the Colorado River
Board of California and past chairman
of it, and a long-time resident of the
Imperial Valley in southern California,
where he has made his living as a
farmer.

Mr. Hewes said, in part, when he was
testifying:

The major participating projects included
in S. 500 would be transmountain diversion
projects. These would divert water from
high elevations out of the Colorado River
Basin. This is water of the highest quality,
and, therefore, the result would be a serious
impairment of the quality of the water com-
ing into the lower basin at Lee Ferry.

At the present time water in the lower
basin contains about 1 ton of salts per acre-
foot. This means that if we apply, say, 4
acre-feet of water per acre of crop during
the year, we put 4 tons of salt on that acre.
Whether the salt content of the water may
be increased, and If so, how much, without
affecting the production of the types of crops
we grow, has not been determined.

We say that until this matter of quality
has been finally determined in all respects,
there should be no additional transmountain
diversion projects constructed in the upper
basin.

8. 500 would authorlze the construction of
six large storage reservoirs, from which there
would be evaporation of large quantities of
water, also increasing the salt content of the
lower basin water at Lee Ferry. These res-
ervolrs are not needed to deliver water for
domestic and agricultural purposes in the
upper basin and, therefore, under article
III-e of the compact, this water lost through
reservoir evaporation is water to which the
lower basin has a right for domestic and
agricultural purposes.
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Mr. Hewes in good faith raised a seri-
ous question. I say to you, Mr. Presi=-
dent, that no adequate scientific re-
search has been conducted by any agency
of the Government of the United States,
or otherwise, to determine the quality of
water in the Colorado River, and at
what point salinity would become a seri-
ous hazard or problem.

It seems to me that the represent-
atives who appeared in opposition to
the pending bill were on sound ground in
suggesting that before enacting any such
proposed legislation of the magnitude
here envisioned, there should be a thor-
ough scientific study by the Federal Gov=
ernment of what effect the projects con-
templated by the bill would have on the
quality of water as it reached the lower
basin,

Mr. President, that does not seem too
unreasonable a question for me to raise,
It seems to me it is a logical position for
the representatives of California to as-
sume.

Mr. President, at this time I wish to
allude very briefly to the fact that the
two largest storage dams originally en-
compassed in Senate bill 500—Glen
Canyon and Echo Park Dams—would be
geographically located so that it would
be practically impossible for any of the
impounded waters in either of those res-
ervoirs to be used beneficially in the
upper basin of the Colorado River. Geo-
graphically, they approach the dividing
line between the two basins. Indeed, I
think the proponents of the bill would
be frank to concede that those 2 dams—
and now 4 more storage dams—are con-
templated, not in the interest of the
beneficial use of water, but primarily in
the interest of the generation of hydro-
electric power to foot the bill for the 33
participating projects.

Earlier I referred to the Colorado
River compact, and particularly to ar-
ticle III (e), reading as follows:

(e) The States of the upper division shall
not withhold water, and the States of the
lower division shall not require the dellvery
of water, which cannot reasonably be ap-
plied to domestic and agricultural uses.

Mr. President, I also wish to refer to
article IV (b), reading as follows:

{b) Subject to the provisions of this com=-
pact, water of the Colorado River system
may be impounded and used for the genera-
tion of electrical power, but such impound-
ing and use shall be subservient to the use
and consumption of such water for agri-
cultural and domestic purposes and shall
not interfere with or prevent use for such
dominant purposes.

I suggest that in the absence of a
complete agreement, which is not pres-
ent here, there would be a constant
question of administration of the upper
Colorado River project and a continuing
disagreement as to the responsibility
of the Department of the Interior with
respect to the waters impounded in the
dams provided for in the pending bill.
All parties will concede that not one
drop of the water in the storage units
would thereafter be utilized for agri-
cultural or domestic purposes in the
upper basin.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield to me?

Mr. KEUCHEL. 1 yield.
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Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator
from California understand that in or-
der to comply with the terms of the
compact storage dams have to be built
to hold water with which to supply the
lower basin with the amounts of water
it was given under the compact, and
that also in order to permit the upper
basin States to apply their water sup-
plies to irrigation and domestic con-
sumptive use, they must have these
dams, so that, by exchange, they can
send to the lower basin water from the
dams, and can take out water from the
streams higher up? Is the Senator from
California acquainted with that prin-
ciple of irrigation and reclamation law
in the West?

Mr. KUCHEL. I reply to my friend
and able colleague, the Senator from
Utah, by saying that in raising this ques-
tion, I confine myself—as I suggest he
confine himself—to the provisions of the
Colorado River compact. To that ex-
tent, he and I must agree that the water
in the dam—the water in Glen Canyon
Dam, for example—can never be used for
beneficial and consumptive use in the
upper basin of the Colorado River.

Mr. WATKINS. I cannot concede
that, if the Senator from California is
asking me that question. The physical
water at that point may not actually
be used there; it is given in exchange
for other waters which would have to go
down to the users in the lower basin,
if it were not for these dams. That prin-
ciple is now well established in the
West—namely, that water can be ex-
changed. If there is stored in a bank,
so to speak, water which can be sent to
the users in the lower basin, then water
can be taken, in exchange, from the
stream from which the users in the lower
basin might otherwise obtain their sup-
ply. In order to take water from the
higher reaches in the upper-basin ter-
ritory, it will be necessary to have water
which can be sent to the users in the
lower-basin territory, in order to fufill
the terms of the compact.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I wish
that my friend, the Senator from Utah,
would agree with me: but I am afraid
that he will not. But I do not think
there should be any disagreement here
when I say that the water stored in Glen
Canyon Dam, for example, cannot there-
after be used for beneficial purposes in
the upper basin of the Colorado River.
The sections of the Colorado River com-
pact to which I refer raise a question,
which would be a continuing irritant un-
less in advance it were clearly under-
stood by all the parties exactly what
Senate bill 500 purports to do.

Mr. WATKINS. How could there be
any damage to the lower basin States if
they obtain the amount of water the
compact calls for, regardless of whether
it is the exact water which would flow
down the stream through these reser-
voirs or whether it is water taken from
these rivers and held back for a time
and then allowed to flow down, while at
the same time the users in the upper
basin are taking water directly from the
streams?

I could show the Senator very directly
how that operates, if I had time in which
to do so. It is a technical matter, which
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would not involve any substantial dam-
age or any damage whatever to the lower
basin States. They would get all the
water they require, and it would be water
from the identical streams, except it
would be water which would have been
stored for a while.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I shall
listen with great interest to the presenta-
tion my friend, the Senator from Utah,
will make.

Meanwhile, Mr. President, I wish to
say that I have indicated to the Senate
some of the disputes over the meaning
of the compact. Everyone agrees that
the Colorado River compact must be
complied with. Some persons may not
like it; but it was entered into in good
faith, and it is the law. I do not propose
to have it breached to the detriment of
California.

My only suggestion on that point is
that until the Supreme Court of the
United States decides the meaning of
the various sections of the compact, my
friend, the Senator from Utah, and I
will not be able to arrive at what the
lower basin is entitled to and what the
upper basin is entitled to.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I
should like to understand the Senator
from California. Is he now contending
that by reason of what he thinks the
compact means, the lower basin States
would be in a position to block us from
using for power purposes any of the
water which we may have stored in the
upper reaches of the Colorado River?

Mr. KUCHEL. No; I would not say
that. I would say specifically—and then
I ask the Senator to allow me to sum up
the few remaining points—that the an-
swer to his question is article IV, section
(b) of the compact, which I have just
read, and which, in essence, says that
while water may be impounded and used
for the generation of electrical power,
such impounding must be subservient to
consumption of such water for agricul-
tural and domestic purposes, and shall
not interfere with the use for such
purposes.

Mr. WATKINS. I will say that the
storage of water in all those dams, the
main dams on the upper reaches of the
Colorado River, will be for that primary
purpose, so that we can use the water
consumptively in the upper basin States;
and incidental thereto would be the de-
velopment of electricity. It would be a
case in which there could be no damage
to the lower basin States. They would
get the water. So far as concerns the
ability to determine whether it is the
exact water they think they should get,
or some other, they would have extreme
difficulty in making any kind of case in
any court on the theory that they had
been damaged. They would get the full
amount of water. It would be regulated.
It would come to them under even bet-
ter conditions than the compact would
call for, because with the building at
Glen Canyon, there will be no silt. The
silt would be deposited in Glen Canyon,
and the Mead Reservoir would have its
life extended 200 years as a gift from the
upper basin States, and without any cost
whatever to the lower basin States.
They would have clear water, much bet-
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ter quality water than they would have
without such a reservoir.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank my friend for
his views. I disagree with them. On the
question of quality of water, I do not be-
lieve there is anyone connected with the
Government of the United States who
can point to a sufficient study and survey
of the problem and give a correct answer
to the question as to the quality of the
water.

Mr. President, last December the De-
partment of the Interior wrote a letter
to a local Washington firm of attorneys.
The letter was introduced in a hearing
which a subcommittee of the Senate
Committee on Interior and Tnsular Af-
fairs held. It has a bearing on this prob=
lem. The letter is from Mr. Fred G.
Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the In-
terior, and is dated December 2, 1954.
There was involved a dispute between
two cities, one in California and one in
Arizona, with respect to a continuing
supply of water. That letter saysin part:

As a result of reexamination early in Au-
gust it was determined that the generation
at Hoover power plant should be reduced to
88 percent of the contract amount of firm
energy for the current operating year, equiv-
alent to a reduction of 502 million kilowatt
hours during a period of ten months. All
of the Hoover allottees concurred in this cur-
tailment. The decision of no net withdrawal
of storage credit during the operating year
was confirmed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of this letter be printed
in full in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks.

There being no cobjection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
WasHINGTON, D C., December 2, 1954.
Cox, LANGFORD, STODDARD & CUTLER,
Washington, D. C.

GeNTLEMEN: You submitted a propoeal in
behalf of California-Pacific Utilities Co. in
your letter of September 1, 1954, that the
United States contract with the company for
20 million kilowatt-hours annually of the
storage credit (sometimes referred to as “pink
water’ )energy available to the Parker-Davis
project. The energy would be used to supply
the Needles, Calif., system of the company
which is presently obtaining energy under
the Boulder Canyon project contract No.
11r-1366.

The present circumstances as to Hoover
powerplant generation are significant to this
matter., The streamflow into Lake Mead dur-
ing the period April through July 1954 was
the second lowest April-July runoff of the 31-
year record of flows at Grand Canyon. The
integration meeting held June 14, 1954, re-
sulted in the adoption of a generation sched-
ule for Hoover powerplant of firm energy
only for the year ending May 31, 1955, be-
cause of the low level of Lake Mead and the
prospect for deficlent inflow. The Parker-
Davls project was not to make any net with-
drawal of storage credit during the year. As
a result of reexamination early in August it
was determined that the generation at
Hoover powerplant should be reduced to 88
percent of the contract amount of firm ener-
gy for the current operating year, equiva-
lent to a reduction of 502 million kilowatt-
hours during a period of 10 months. All of
the Hoover allottees concurred in this cur-
tallment. The decision of no net withdrawal
of storage credit during the operating year
was confirmed.
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Approximately one-third of this Hoover
reduction must be absorbed by the Arizona
Power Authority and the Colorado River
Commission of Nevada, both preference cus-
tomers of the Parker-Davis project. In the
circumstances, the United States was obliged
to decline the requests of these preference
agencies for storage credit energy, and they
have aecordingly completed arrangements to
purchase steam energy from non-Federal
sources to augment their available supplies
of Hoover and Parker-Davis energy. It will
be seen, therefore, that the requirements of
preference customers have not been met,
because the United States is unable presently
to meet those needs. ;

We regret the necessity of informing you
that until Lake Mead makes substantial
recovery, the United States will not be in a
position to offer storage credit energy for
sale. The time of such recovery cannot be
forecast. However, when the reservoir has
recovered sufficiently to permit the United
States to withdraw storage credit energy,
such energy will be disposed of in the man-
ner prescribed by law, and the California-
Pacific Utilities Co. will be informed of its
possible avajlability.

Very truly yours,
FRED G. AANDAHL,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. KEUCHEL. I point that out to
underline the fact that there is now a
shortage of water in Lake Mead which
has required the Government of the
United States to curtail the production
of power at Hoover Dam. Is there any
wonder why the more than 6 million
people in southern California are
alarmed over the implication of this
bill?

When Mr., Dexheimer, the Commis-
sioner of Reclamation, was testifying on
Senate bill 500, as reported on page 26
of the printed hearings, I asked him the
following question:

Senator KucHeEL. Why are you curtailing
the use of the water now at Hoover Dam?

Mr. DExHEIMER. Because we have had low
. run over the past year or so, and we have had
to save that water so it can be utilized at
the proper time as the first priority calls for
it to be used.

Senator KucHEL. Assume that low runoff
period with the Glen Caynon Dam con-
structed; what would be your guide lines
in determining how much water to send from
Glen Canyon Dam down to Lee Ferry?

Mr. DexHEIMER. The contracts and com-
mitments of the United States in the lower
basin, which include the Republic of Mexico,
the various irrigation and municipal uses in
the lower basin.

Senator KucHEL. When you say the con-
tracts, you would include the Colorado River
compact, obviously.

Mr. DEXHEIMER. Yes; that is the provision
for the development.

Let me now invite the attention of the
Senate to page 10, line 12 of the bill,
where we find the following language:

After repayments to the United States of
all money required to be pald under this
act, such revenue shall be available for ex-
penditures within the upper Colorado River
Basin as may hereafter be authorized by
Congress.

It is to the credit of the junior Senator
from Nevada [Mr. Bisrel, a distin-
guished member of our committee, that
he raised a question as to where the
money should go after repayment had
been effected. That is an important
question. A different yardstick was ap-
plied when Boulder Canyon Dam was
authorized by the Congress. Then the
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Congress did not provide that moneys for
repayment should go to the lower basin,
or to any State in the lower basin. The
Congress then provided that the money
should go into a special account to be
expended for the advancement of the
entire Colorado River Basin, not half
o§ it, not the lower basin alone, but all
of it.

In the authorization by Congress later
on of Parker Dam and Davis Dam, pro-
vision is made for revenues, after repay-
ment, to go to the general fund of the
Treasury.  Why not apply the same
yardstick in this bill? Why in this bill
should similar revenues benefit only the
upper States?

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? :

Mr. KUCHEL. I am glad to yield to
my friend from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. I hope the Senator
from California will remember that the
question which arose was whether we
should write a new yardstick or whether
we should pass the pending legislation,
perhaps in the Senate, and then decide
if modifying language should not be
added to the Boulder Canyon Act, as well
as to the law which is now applicable to
the Parker and Davis Dams, in order that
uniform treatment may be given to all.

I wish to assure the Senator from Cali-
fornia that I for one feel myself obli-
gated to follow that pattern. In the case
of the Boulder Canyon Act, it has been
seriously contended by Members of the
Senate that once the Boulder Canyon
Dam project is paid off and the funds
have been completely retired, it should
belong to the people in the States sur-
rounding it. In other words, it is con-
tended that it should belong to the people
of Arizona and Nevada, and perhaps with
some rights being given to California,
too, because they would have paid most
of the money in the form of payments
for electric current. The provision now
is that it all go into the Treasury.

I am sure that if there had been a
provision placed in the act that upon
completion the money might be used for
additional development within the lower
basin, it would have been desirable.

I am merely trying to assure the jun-
jor Senator from California that what-
ever language is finally put into the
pending bill, it will be the desire of many
of us to bring the language of all such
acts into conformity. I do not believe
that this project or any project under
it should be placed in a preferential
position.

The language was put in the bill only
because we felt a solution had not been
reached in the case of the Boulder Can-
yon Dam. We have now had 30 years
of experience, and are coming within
30 or 40 years of the payout period, and
perhaps less than that. The situation
that existed when the Boulder Canyon
Act was passed has changed materially.
I believe if we were to do it again, we
might feel differently about the repay-
ment of the money.

I remind the junior Senator from
California that at the time the Boulder
Canyon Act was passed, a great many
people thought the so-called Hoover Dam
or Boulder Dam would never pay itself
out and that the Government would be
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stuck with the whole $165 million, and,
furthermore, that there would be no de-
mand for power comparable to that
which was anticipated by the proponents
of the project. The same experience
was had on the Columbia River and
elsewhere in the country.

Therefore, taking the experience of
30 years, I believe we should revise the
legislation of this character so as to
make all of it uniform.

I pledge my assurance that just as soon
as there is a demand by the people of
Arizona, Nevada, and California for a
different deal in the case of Hoover Dam,
I shall be glad to see that accomplished.

Mr. KUCHEL. I greatly appreciate
the comment of my friend, the Senator
from New Mexico. Tomorrow I may
wish to suggest to the Senate that the
language to which I have just referred
be brought in line with the language of
the Boulder Canyon Project Act. How-
ever I do appreciate the statement of
the Senator from New Mexico that all
should be treated uniformly so far as the
disposition of receipts is concerned.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

Mr. KUCHEL. In that connection I
should like to recall to the Senator that
in the executive committee hearings on
the bill I raised the question whether, in
the proposed legislation, the Juniper
project was to be authorized in the
absence of any requirement whatever
that the Department of the Interior
make an administrative finding on feasi-
bility. The Senator from New Mexico,
when I called that to his attention, said
he agreed that that should not be, and
he suggested the change which the com-
mittee agreed to.

That is one more evidence of the fact
that the Senator from New Mexico is
fair. I may disagree with him upon oc-
casion, but no man will deny the fair-
ness of the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
hope the Senator from California will
also recognize that the Glen Canyon
Dam, which would involve $400 million
in the beginning, and would be the larg-
est project, probably would be the first
to be constructed if the plans of the De-
partment of the Interior and the Bureau
of Reclamation have any bearing. It
should be remembered that not one drop
of water stored behind that dam would
be stored for any other purpose than to
permit the people of Nevada, Arizona,
and California to have the water to
which they are entitled under the com-
pact. It is water that is now wasting
into the Pacific Ocean.

Therefore, while the bill ealls for a
substantial sum of money, whatever will
be done will be done in furtherance of
the Colorado compact, which I know the
Senator from California is anxious to
see carried out fully at all times.

Mr, KUCHEL. The Boulder Canyon
Adjustment Act now requires $500,000 a
yvear to be deposited in a special account
for the States of the entire Colorado
River Basin, and that will continue until
1987. I wonder whether my friend would
consider tomorrow joining in the recom-
mendation of an amendment to that
particular language in the bill to which
I have referred.
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Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to the
Senator from California that there is a
reason why the $500,000 is spent par-
tially in the upper basin States. At the
time of the negotiation of the original
compact, it was anticipated that the
power from the Hoover Dam would be
available to all the States. Certain
blocks of power were to be sold to Ari-
zona, Colorado, and other States. When
the dam was finished, because of the
necessities of financing, none of the
power was made available in any of those
States. Instead of that, money was made
available to them. Therefore, there was
an exchange, and we would have to bear
that in mind if we were to try to take
the money away from them. As the
work in the upper basin States proceeds,
cancellation of that $500,000, so far as
the upper basin States is concerned, may
be desirable.

That, however, is a matter about
which the officials of the various States
may want to be consulted. The day may
come when that amount properly should
be canceled, as the Government itself
takes a larger part of the burden of in-
vestigation in the upper Colorado States.

The provision was inserted, as the
senior Senator from Colorado and I
know—and I was prezent in Santa Fe
when the compact was entered into—
because of the statement, which was
constantly made, that all the work
which would be done would be done for
the lower basin States; therefore, some
money ought to be made available to in-
vestigate the whole stream.

It was wise that it was done that way,
and the bill before us is a partial result
of those investigations.

Mr. WATEKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. WATEKINS. I might also point
out, in connection with the statement
made by the Senator from New Mexico,
that much of the power that has been
developed at Hoover Dam was developed
from water that belonged to the upper
basin States. We were able to take out
only a small amount of that water. The
water which ran down into Lake Mead
was used to generate power which in
theory was emergency power, and Cali-
fornia was able to get it at a lower rate.
It was able to get it for even less than
2 mills, because of the fact that it was
supposed to be emergency power. In
actual practice it turned out to be firm
power practically all the time. There-
fore, when we speak of the $500,000, it
should be remembered that California
and the rest of the lower basin area
have been fully compensated many
times over in the kind of water they
have been able to get.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, all I
wish to do on that point is to suggest
that what is considered a fair basis for
legislation in the lower basin ought to
be considered fair when legislation in
the upper basin is considered. We
should not have two different yardsticks.
Mr. President, we do have two yardsticks
in this instance, and we adopt a correc-
tive amendment.

Mr. President, I have not commented
thus far on the economics involved in
the pending bill. I wish to do that, but
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I should prefer to do it tomorrow. I be-
lieve I have touched upon most of the
points this afternoon other than the
question of economics. I have tried to
do so dispassionately. I have tried to
do it on a basis that will be accepted by
Members of the Senate as sound.

I recognize my responsibilities as a
Member of the Senate. They run to
my country and to my State. As a
United States Senator with those two
types of responsibilities, I wish to help
my brethren from the other States of
the Union develop their own common-
wealths as they should be developed. I
do not wish California, which I have the
honor to represent along with my able
colleague, to have one drop of water more
than that to which it is entitled under
the law and under the compact. By the
same token, Mr. President, I do not wish
my State to be deprived of one drop of
water to which it is entitled and which
is so vital to the continuing growth of
the magnificent empire which I call my
home.

Because I am convinced that there is
in this proposed legislation a direct as-
sault upon the rights of the people of
my State, I stand on the floor of the
Senate today and urge that Senate to
reject this bill.

Tomorrow, Mr. President, I should
like very briefly to discuss some of the
economic aspects involved.

During the delivery of Mr. KUCHEL'S
speech,

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
will the Senator from California yield?

Mr. EUCHEL. I am delighted to
yield.

Mrs, SMITH of Maine. Will the Sen-
ator from California yield so that I may
make a speech which will last 30 or 40
minutes, if it is understood that my re-
marks will appear in the ReEcorp follow-
ing his remarks?

Mr, KUCHEL. I yield.

WORLD TRIP REPORT BY SENATOR
SMITH OF MAINE

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
as a member of the Committee on the
Armed Services, it is my responsibility
to make decisions on many matters every
year involving the national security and
defense of our country. With the lead-
ership of the free half of the world
thrust involuntarily on the shoulders of
the United States, the decisions that I
make on matters coming before the
Committee on the Armed Services in-
volve even more than the security and
defense of the United States. They in-
volve the security and defense of all
countries allied with the United States.
They involve the mutual security and
mutual defense of the free half of the
world.

Mr. President, as a member of the
Committee on Appropriations, it is my
responsibility to make decisions on ap-
propriations involving billions of tax-
payers' dollars every year. Those de-
cisions are not only concerned with the
objective of the most efficient use of that
money and of accomplishing the goals of
our country at the least possible cost,
but also with the very economic security
of our country.
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This is particularly the case in my
work on two of the subcommittees of the
Appropriations Committee—the Sub-
committee on Defense Appropriations
and the Subcommittee on Foreign Aid
Appropriations—because the great bulk
of annual appropriations—thirty-five to
forty billion dollars—is first handled in
the Senate by subcommittees of which I
am a member. In the Senate these sub-
committees have the primary responsi-
bility for more than 65 percent of our an-
nual national budget.

How do we make our decisions on mat-
ters of such importance and gravity?
Frincipally by the information provided
at committee and subcommittee hear-
ings by official representatives of the
executive branches and by the support-
ing printed information they submit, by
other witnesses, and by our interrogation
of the witnesses appearing before the
committees and subcommittees.

SEEING FIRSTHAND

Of course, we have to depend upon the
experts in the various fields and be
guided by what they tell us. But we are
not necessarily limited to such second-
hand information, in equipping our-
selves for the making of these important
decisions. Instead, we can personzlly
seek firsthand information. We can go,
and see with our own eyes, hear with our
own ears, and feel with our own hands,
what is being done with the billions of
dollars that the Appropriations Commit-
tee appropriates each year, and with the
legislative = authorizations = that the
Armed Services Committee makes each
year,

For example, I have gone to make ob-
servations in my own home State of
Maine, by visiting Air Force bases and
naval installations there. Having done
this, I was in the position that, when wit-
nesses testified before the committees
about these bases and installations, I
knew from first-hand, personal inspec-
tion what they were talking about. And
what I could do in Maine, I could do with
respect to places overseas.

OVERSEAS TRIPS

It was with this basic thought in mind
that I made 2 overseas frips in the past
6 months, to see for myself about our
activities, aid, and policies in foreign
countries. While I could have made
these trips as a member of either the
Appropriations Committee or the Armed
Services Committee legitimately at Gov-
ernment expense, I chose to do it on my
own; and as as a result my two trips
were not at Government expense, and
did not cost the taxpayers a penny.

My first trip was last October. My
second trip was during the latter part of
February and the early part of March of
this year. Total mileage on the ftrips
was approximately 50,000, covering 23
countries—Great Britain, France, Ger-
many, Switzerland, Czechoslovakia, Rus-
sia, Finland, Denmark, Spain, Ireland,
Japan, Formosa, Philippines, Vietnam,
Hong Kong, Thailand, Burma, India,
Pakistan, Egypt, Turkey, Greece, and
Italy.

CONFERENCES WITH WORLD LEADERS

I shall never forget the experiences
of these trips. In them I had the good
fortune of having conferences with prac-
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tically all of the leaders of the major
nations of the world. A few of the lead-
ers and prominent people with whom I
talked were:

Winston Churchill, Anthony Eden,
Aneurin Bevan, and Arnold Toynbee, in
London; Mendés-France, Faure, De
Gaulle, Bidault, Monnet, and Mollett,
in Paris; Adenauer, Ollenhauer, Nau-
man, and Saar representatives, in Ger-
many; Molotov, in Moscow; Tani and
Tanaka, in Japan; Chiang, in Formosa;
Magsaysay and Recto, in Manila; Diem,
in Saigon; the British Governor General,
in Hong Kong; Prince Wan, in Bangkok;
U Nu, in Rangoon; Nehru and Rahda-
krishnan, in New Delhi; Mohammed Ali
and the King of Jordan, in Karachi;
Nasser, in Cairo; Menderes, in Ankara;
Scelba, in Rome; and Franco, in Madrid.

MEETINGS WITH LITTLE PEOPLE

I did not confine my conferences and
contacts merely to the officials, political
leaders, and prominent personages in
each country, because I felt that to get
a better feel of public attitudes I should
go to the little people—to the common,
everyday people.

So, in Great Britain, I spent an after-
noon with a typical middle-class London
family; in Tokyo, an afternoon with a
successful Japanese farm family; in
France, with a prosperous farm family
and with a poor farm family.

In Germany, I took a train through
part of East Germany occupied by the
Russians, and from the frain studied
people on the farms; and in East Berlin,
I went into the stores.

In Russia, I walked the streets of Mos-
cow, went into the subway, ate in the res-
taurants, went on a collective farm and
talked with the farmers, went to a hos-
pital, went to a grade school.

In Formosa, I went to nurseries, in-
spected Chinese soldiers in the field, went
into a farmer’s rice mill, a medical cen-
ter, a textile mill.

In Vietnam, I spent an afternoon in
a dusty, hot refugee camp on the edge of
a jungle.

In Thailand, I went to schools and
food markets.

In Burma, I mef young Burmese chil-
dren at the United States Information
Service Library.

In Manila, I sat in a session of the
Philippine Senate during its debate on
the Formosa defense issue.

In Hong EKong, I went to a fishing
village.

In India, I attended sessions of state
legislatures and the national parliament.
I passed beggars sleeping on the streets.
I visited small villages and attended
their community meetings.

In Pakistan, I attended a state dinner.

In Egypt, I visited the slums,

In Turkey I went to schools, visited
small villages, and went into the homes
of the poor.

In Italy I went to the session of the
Italian Parliament when it voted to ratify
the Western European pacts while Com-
munists were demonstrating outside the
Parliament building.

In Spain I drove into the country and
into small villages.

These are a few of the things I did.
Admittedly they are not enough to make
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me an expert in the field of foreign rela-
tions or international military security.
But they surely made me a better in-
formed and more intelligent legisla=
tor on security, defense, and foreign
relations matters—and surely a better
equipped member of the Armed Services
Committee and the Appropriations Sub-
committees on Defense and Foreign Re-
lations.
GOODWILL

Reports from our Embassies credit me
with having achieved some goodwill and
better understanding for our people and
our country in the nations I visited,
However, the Communist press of Russia
has denounced my travel, calling me an
Amazon warmonger hiding behind a
rose. Such criticism I welcome, for this
denunciation of my trip must mean that
I did such a good job for my country
that it hurt the Communists enough for
them to start screaming about me.

I do not wish to burden the Members
of the Senate with details of my trip.
Rather, I would give my overall impres-
sions of our position in the world today
and of our relations with some of these
countries.

PESSIMISM AT TIME OF TRIPS

At the time of my first trip, which
was to Europe and Russia, the free half
of the world had been shocked by
France's rejection of the European De-
fense Community, which she herself had
originally proposed. Russia was elated.
The United States and her Western allies
were dejected and disillusioned by
France. Frantic attempts were being
made to salvage the situation with new
pacts.

At the time of my second trip, which
was to Asia and the Mediterranean area,
there was considerable dejection and
pessimism resulting from the ignomin-
ious defeat the democracies of the world
had suffered at Geneva at the hands of
the Chinese and Russian Communists
in the ceding of the northern part of
Vietnam to the Communists. This,
coupled with the tendency of India
through the leadership of Nehru and
Burma through the leadership of U Nu
to snuggle up to Communist China and
Communist Russia, gave rise to some
extreme despair for us and our allies in
the Asian part of the world.

And at the time of both trips—even
now—the great preponderance of all
that we read in the newspaper columns
and heard from the news commentators
and analysts, was to the effect that
America and Americans were disliked
and resented throughout the world—
that our prestize had dropped to its
lowest point in all history.

Consequently, I expected to go into an
atmosphere of hostility almost every-
where on my two trips. I expected to
experience great discouragement, and
even defeatism, about the United States
abroad. It could not be denied that we
had suffered serious setbacks in Asia
topped by the Geneva humiliation, and
in Europe by the disillusionment that a
vacillating France had caused. These
developments alone were enough to give
great credence to the gloomy reports
made by the columnists and the com-
mentators.
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AMERICA IS LIKED

But I did not find dislike, resentment,
hostility, pessimism, and defeatism.
Perhaps my impression is not completely
in focus, because I went looking for these
unpleasant things. Perhaps because I
expected to find conditions so bad, on
the basis of what I had read and heard,
they looked relatively and comparatively
good to me. Perhaps if I had expected
to find conditions very good I might
have found them to look relatively and
comparatively not so good.

Whatever the case may be, and regard-
less of attempted rationalization of ob-
jectivity, I was pleasantly surprised by
the warm feeling and friendship shown
me by the little people, as well as the
leaders, in every non-Communist coun-
try that I visited. Even in Russia the
little people were warm and friendly to
me.

Perhaps we are not liked as well as
we would like to be. Perhaps the recep-
tion I got was not typical. But it is clear
to me from what I saw and heard that
America and Americans are far better
liked and respected in these foreign
countries than I think we realize.

VICTORY IN EUROPE

I am glad to report to the Senate that
from what I saw, we are gaining ground
in the struggle with communism for the
minds of men. Much of the debacle
caused by the French rejection of EDC
has now been salvaged, and was salvaged
during the time of my trips. The London
and Paris pacts have been ratified by
Great Britain, Western Germany, the
United States, France, Italy, and other
nations. These pacts were being fran-
tically worked on during the time of my
first trip. On my second trip I was pres-
ent at the session of the Italian Parlia-
ment when it voted final ratification.

This has been a clear-cut major vie-
tory for our side. It has been a smash-
ing, devastating defeat for Russia. Her
attempts to stop this action finally failed
miserably after many uneasy touch-
and-go weeks.

Yes, we have achieved and secured a
very definite victory in Western Europe
in the struggle to prevent the Commu-
nists from taking over that part of the
world. I think the latest proof of that
is Russia’'s sudden reversal of attitude in
agreeing to a peace treaty with Austria.
Russia would never have done so if the
London and Paris pacts had not been
ratified.

GAINS IN ASIA

But part of the price of that clear-cut
victory was that our preoccupation with
saving Western Europe from the Com-
munists caused us to neglect what should
have been equal concern about resisting
the Communist threat in Asia. So now
our principal world struggle with com-
munism is in Asia, particularly Southeast
Asia., Let us hope that, with Western
Europe fairly well secured, we can con-
centrate on the objective of at least
saving Southeast Asia from communism.

Since I started on my trip, and par-
ticularly during my second trip, we made
gains in the struggle with communism
in Asia, with the Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization meeting in Bangkok, and
the Communist election reverses in India.



4570

The situation in Vietnam is bad, but not
as hopeless as it appeared to be a short
time ago. These gains have been some-
what offset by the further deterioration
of our relations with the Arab nations in
the Middle East and the potentialities of
the Afro-Asian Conference just now
starting.
BASIC PROBLEM ON ASIA

Much of the success in solving a prob-
lem is in the analysis of the problem and
determining just what has to be solved.
Analysis must precede action. That is
certainly true with respect to Asia.

What we may fail to realize about Asia
is that that part of the world is going
through a most critical period as the
people of that area shift from past colo-
nialism to future independence and self-
reliance. In going through such a fran-
sition, the nations of Asia are suffering
from growing pains.

The greatest danger in this growing-
pains period is that in the process of
throwing off centuries of colonialism—
just as we threw off British colonialism
by our Revolutionary War or War of In-
dependence, after which we set up our
new, free, and independent nation—the
peoples of Southeast Asia may have
tragically mistaken communism as the
quickest means of destroying colonial-
ism. They may have tragically mistaken
communism as the antithesis of colo-
nialism.

COMMUNISM IS RUSSIAN COLONIALISM

Those who may have made this mis-
take fail to realize that communism is
nothing less than Russian colonialism
or Russian imperialism—something far
more drastic than the past colonialism
they seek to throw off. But an increas-
ing number are beginning to realize this.
For example, the people of Northern
Vietnam are learning the hard way.
There is a growing recognition that
communism is a drastic form of colo-
nialism as they look at Russia’s Commu-
nist colonies of Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Bulgaria, Albania, Estonia,
and Latvia. Some are beginning fo re-
alize that Russia would make a Commu-
nist colony out of their country and
every other country in the world.

Therein lies the greatest potential gain
that we have made in Asia. Therein
lies our basic hope for Asian rejection of
communism and of Russian domination
and control—a growing fear and hatred
of the modern colonialism, communism.

ASIANS MAKE DECISIONS FOR ASIA

In nurturing the expansion of this
self-enlightening realization on the part
of Asian people, we must be careful to
recognize that the people of Asia want
decisions concerning Asia to be made in
Asia rather than in London or Paris as
they have been for centuries in the past.
We should assure them that Washing-
ton will not attempt to make the deci-
sions controlling Asia. We should as-
sure them that we feel that decisions
concerning India must be made in New
Delhi, concerning Burma in Rangoon,
concerning Vietnam in Saigon, concern-
ing Indonesia in Jakarta.

We must convince them that the pri-
mary interest of the United States is to
assure that they make their own deci-
sions, that no outsiders will make those
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decisions, that there will be no attempt
to make the decisions in Washington,
and that unless they oppose communism,
the modern drastic form of colonialism,
those decisions in the future will be made
in Moscow rather than in New Delhi,
Rangoon, Saigon, or Jakarta.

We must point out to them that the
decisions for Peiping are being made in
Moscow instead of Peiping, for Hanoi in
Peiping and Moscow instead of Hanoi,
for Budapest in Moscow instead of Buda-
pest, for Prague in Moscow instead of
Prague, for Warsaw in Moscow instead
of Warsaw.

EUROFE

First. The brightest spot for us in
Europe is Western Germany. The free
German people have done an amazing
comeback job. Western Germany will
steadily become the backbone of our re-
sistance to communism in Europe.

Second. Britain is a trusted ally—but
a tired ally beset with the weakness of
the dwindling of a once great empire and
of the resulting psychological effect.
Her weakness and her disappointments
make her more vulnerable to economic
compromises with the Russian-domi-
nated half of the world. This is most
ironic since Red Russia is the present day
successor to the role of dominant
colonialism.

Third. France's heart is good—but her
will is weak. She has not toughened up
under adversity like Western Germany
has. She lacks in political stability and
will as long as she continues with her
multiparty system. While we can be
sure of her friendship, we cannot be sure
of what she will do when the chips are
down or of which way she will go in a
crisis. It will be a long time before we
forget her disappointing hehavior on the
very EDC she originally proposed herself.

Fourth. The tide against communism
in Italy is increasingly going our way.
But the weakness of our relations with
Italy is that she continues to request and
expect heavy financial and economic aid
from our country. Italy, unlike Western
Germany, is not learning fast enough
how to stand on her own feet. Italy con-
tinues to lean too much on the economic
crutch from the United States with the
plaintive warning that unless she can
continue to lean on that crutch the Com-
munists will take her over.

Fifth. Except for the fact that she is
not so successful at bluffing now, Russia
is the same she has been for nearly four
decades—all wishful thinking to the con-
trary. Her leaders may change, but they
all continue the same policy of hate and
dreams of world conquest. She is not
nearly as strong as her propaganda
claims. But she is not nearly as weak
as we would hope. The little people of
Russia are neither for nor against com-
munism—they are simply resigned to it—
with no enthusiasm to resist it or defend
it. The position of the little people of
Russia on communism is a policy of co-
existence—they merely coexist with com-
munism. In other words, the status of
communism with the great mass of Rus-
sian people is simply internal coexistence.

THE FAR EAST

First. It is generally recognized that
the place coveted most by the Commu-~
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nists in the Far East is Japan. They
want to kidnap the industrial power of
Japan. While Russia is a traditional
and historical enemy of Japan, unless
Japan is able to find a market for her
goods outside the Communist world
there will be great pressure to secure her
economic survival, to trade with Russia.
In spite of the Sino-Japanese War of
the thirties and World War II, there is a
great cultural tie between the Japanese
and the Chinese. This militates for
trade between industrial Japan and
agricultural Red China.

Yet, if we are to prevent trade between
Japan and Russia and Red China the
pressure then mounts on the United
States to buy Japan’s products to assure
her economic health, survival, and re-
sistance to communism. The dilemma
for us on this is that this policy would
be at the sacrifice of our own American
industry and labor. For example, unre-
stricted purchase of Japanese textiles
could destroy the textile industry of New
England and play havoc with the textile
industry of the South because of the
low textile wages paid in Japan.

Second. As one who has wondered
about the manner in which American
equipment and aid given to Chiang Kai-
shek during the Chinese Civil War ended
up captured by the Chinese Communists,
I went to Formosa with considerable
curiosity. I left Formosa with firm an-
swers to some of my questions.

‘The spirit of the Free Chinese is tied
up completely in Chiang. As long as he
lives, he is their symbol of return to the
mainland—he is literally their last hope.
One Chinese civilian expressed it by say-
ing, “If we do not retake the Chinese
mainland before the Gimo Chiang dies,
all hope is lost. Should the Gimo die,
we will never try to return to China.”

I am convinced that as long as Chiang
lives Formosa will not fall to the Chi-
nese Communists. But I am equally con-
vinced that unless the Communists try
to take Formosa and the United States
is consequently drawn into a mainland
conflict, Chiang will never have a chance
to try to retake China. That is one thing
that my interview with him brought out.
He said he expected air and naval aid
and moral aid from the United States on
such an undertaking. Within a few
days at a press conference President
Eisenhower said emphatically and un-
equivocally that the United States would
not give such aid.

So that the real question now is “What
will happen to Formosa when Chiang is
gone? What will happen to our person-
alized foreign policy on Nationalist
China?”

Third. We have a strong line from
Japan in the north through Formosa
down to the Philippines in the south.

Fourth. The strength is essentially
consistent down through the entire line,
with the greatest feeling of loyalty being
in the Philippines.

Fifth. But there is a thread of weak-
ness running through the whole—from
the nationalist anti-American feeling
and economic difficulties in Japan to the
policy of personalization on Formosa to
internal political opposition within the
Philippines.
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Sixth. The overall weakness of our Far
East line is in the military and economic
dependence of Japan, Formosa, and the
Philippines on the United States—a de-
pendence of long-term aspects as con-
trasted to the other areas.

Seventh. It is a matter of holding,
rather than increasing, our strength in
this area,

SOUTHEAST ASIA

First. India’s Nehru is making a very
strong bid to be the leader and spokes-
man for Southeast Asia. Many of us
have been disappointed that Nehru has
not seen fit to aline his country with our
side. We have felt that his brand of
neutralism worked to our disadvantage
and to the advantage of Communist
Russia and Communist China. We can-
not understand his neutralist talk in
which he says that he admires commu-
nism but deplores its methods.

He is a man of great intellect. But at
times we find his thinking difficult to
understand. For example, he says that
Formosa should be given to Communist
China and taken away from Chiang on
the thesis that China should not be di-
vided. Yet, he opposes Syngman Rhee’s
desire for a united Korea instead of a
Korea divided in half between the Com-
munist North and the free South. I
doubt if we could ever understand what
appears to be his contradictory thinking
on this score.

But I do think that perhaps generally
we have not understood him—or made a
real try to understand him and his desire
to make India a first-rate power as soon
as possible after having gained her in-
dependence from Britain. Too few of
us realize that he has quite a long rec-
ord of fighting the Communists and
communism inside India. And as of now
it would seem that the Communist
threat to India is receding with the stun-
ning election defeats given the Com-
munists in India while I was there.

I think that we may have had too much
of an inconsistent policy of excessively
flattering Nehru at one time and then
being tactlessly blunt with him at an-
other time. Instead, I believe that our
policy should be one of polite firmness.
We should not force ourselves on Nehru.
We should not force our aid on him.
Rather, we should wait for him to ask
for our aid. We should convince him of
our friendliness—but not cater to him.
And I am inclined to think that he would
respect us more if we put our relations
with him on the basis of loans not gifts.
For example, Russia does not give him
anything, but rather deals with him
strictly on a businesslike basis on loans
requiring the payment of interest as well
as the repayment of the principal.

And I do not think it would hurt us to
ask for his advice about Asia. The mere
asking would not commit us to follow his
advice. But the mere asking for his ad-
vice would be good psychologically.

It would be a tragic mistake for us to
write off Nehru and India to the Com-
munist side. I have hopes that within
the next 2 years there will be real im-
provement in our relations with India.
At least, T want to withhold any pessi=-
mism on my part on Nehru and India for
a while.
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Second. Some observers have been in-
clined to write Burma off to the Com=-
munists. That is a mistake, They over-
look the fact that U Nu has opposed
and beaten the Communists in his coun=
try. Some observers have charged that
U Nu is under the influence and control
of India’s Nehru as one of his disciples
of neutralism. That, too is a mistake.
U Nu is a very independent little man—
and Burma is a very independent little
country. From my talk with U Nu, I
am not only convinced of this independ-
ence, but I believe that there is a good
chance that within the next year or two
Burma will turn away from her neutral-
ism and toward our side of the free half
of the world.

Speaking of U Nu, I want to digress
just a bit with a personal detail. I do so
because I think it will be of personal in-
terest.

I asked him what criticism he might
have of America and Americans. He an-
swered that he liked Americans very
much—but that he felt that American
politicians talk foo much and make too
many different and contradictory state-
ments. As a result, he said, he was con-
fused as to just what American policy
was,

I told him that while I had to admit
that there was much in what he said,
and could understand his confusion, still
he should realize that America was a free
country, with freedom of speech, and
that such contradictory statements were
inevitable. I said that was part of the
price of freedom in America, but that we
would rather pay that price than to be a
slave state where there was no freedom
of speech.

Third. We are developing a daily-in-
creasing line of strength in Southeast
Asia from Vietnam on the eastern end
to Pakistan on the western end.

Fourth. The weakness in that line is
in Vietnam and India, but we are picking
up strength in both of those nations.

Fifth. The strength in that line is in
the middle of Thailand and on the west-
ern end of West Pakistan, where our
position is extremely strong.

Sixth., The greatest potential gain is
also in the middle of that line in Bur-
ma, which could turn to our side before
too long. To a lesser extent, there is a
similar potential in India.

Seventh. We must recognize that
Southeast Asia is in a critical and most
difficult period of growing independence
and self-reliance and that we are handi-
capped in our relations there by the
growing pains of suspicion of our inten-
tions and the mistaken belief of some
Southeast Asians that communism offers
the quickest road to elimination of co-
lonialism and to independence.

THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE MEDITERRANEAN

First. The stand-out impressions that
I came away with from the Middle East
and Mediterranean areas were those with
respect to Spain and Turkey.

I think that perhaps some of us in the
past have misjudged Spain and Franco.
‘We had misgivings about where Franco
and Spain stood during World War II—
thinking his neutralism was benevolent-
ly for Hitler and Mussolini. Perhaps we
misinterpreted what was actually the in-
tense opposition of Franco and Spain to
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Communist Russia. Today, at least,
‘there is no possibility of misinterpreta-
tion about Spain being on our side and
against Communist Russia. My con-
ference with Franco increased my belief
that our aid to Spain and the establish-
ment of our air bases in Spain are wise
investments in security.

I do not understand the attitude of op-
position of admission of Spain into
NATO. It apparently stems from the
fact that Franco was neutral in World
War II and seemed to have sympathies
with Hitler and Mussolini. I do not like
such sympathies—if he did have them.
But after all, Western Germany was an
active enemy against us under Hitler in
World War IT—and so was Italy under
Mussolini—and yet we have forgiven
them and taken them into NATO for mu-
tual-security purposes. If we can do
that with former active enemies like
Germany and Italy, then why can we not
do the same in the interest of real se-
curity with a Spain that was not an ac-
tive enemy but rather a neutralist?

Second. In some respects the biggest
inspiration of all that I saw and heard on
my trip came in Turkey—that little
tough country that neighbors on to Rus-
sia and lives under the very threatening
shadow of the giant Russian bear. The
Turks have refused to let Russia frighten
them. They have refused to be intimi-
dated. They have stood right up to Rus-
sia and literally thumbed their noses at,
and defied the Communist threats.

Our past aid to Turkey was easily
among the smartest and most productive
acts we ever took in our foreign policy.
It has certainly paid off real dividends in
combating the spread of communism in
this part of the world where Europe
meets Asia.

There is another refreshing thing
about the Turks. They do not want any
gifts from us. Instead they seek loans
which they want to pay back as soon as
they can. And they do not want a long-
term period of loans—but rather only for
the next 5 years or so. After that, they
say they will be able to carry their own
load and pay us back.

Third. We are developing a daily-in-
creasing line of strength in that area
from Turkey on the eastern end to Spain
on the western end.

Fourth. The weakness in that line is in
the middle, as contrasted to the South-
east Asia line where the middle is our
strongest area. The weakness is in our
position in Egypt to the south, Yugo-
slavia to the north, Ifaly and France in
the center.

Fifth. The weakness of France and
Italy is in the instability of their multi-
party systems and their psychology of
pushing for American economic aid by
talking about the Communist threat.

The bright spot in Italy is Clare Boothe
Luce, our Ambassador there. In a policy
of polite firmness, she is giving a very
effective administration of a law passed
by Congress which directs that offshore
procurement contracts be taken away
from plants that show a trend toward
communism—plants where Communist
membership among the workers is in-
creasing, however slightly. That off-
shore procurement policy is paying divi-
dends in fighting communism in Italy.
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representatives in other countries,

Sixth. A promising potential gain is
Egypt, in that in her newly acquired
independence her leaders are receptive
to advice and guidance, provided suspi-
cions about our policy on colonialism and
Arab-Israeli relations can be overcome.
This is a particularly important potential
because of the Afro-Asian Conference
and attempts to knit Africa and Asia
together against the rest of the world.

The Communists have so exploited the
jssue of colonialism that the leaders of
Arab nations have to be very careful
in their expressions and acts against the
Communists lest they be accused of be-
ing the paid puppets of so-called Brit-
ish and American colonialists.

There are two favorable aspects in an
otherwise unfavorable situation in Egypt
and the Arab States. The first is in the
tremendous respect the Arabs have for
President Eisenhower, They have no
major criticism of him. The second is
in what I believe to be the case with
Egypt’s Prime Minister Nasser., He is
feeling his way along. I think that he
wants Egypt ultimately to be alined with
the United States, but feels that he will
have to lead his people gradually away
from their suspicions about American
foreign policy being designed to take over
where Britain leaves off on colonialism.

Seventh. I think that in this area we
must recognize that our strength is de-
pendent upon the very will and determi-
nation of each nation; that Turkey and
Spain show the greatest will and de-
termination, and therefore merit our aid
and support the most; that France and
Italy show less determination and will,
but that part of their lack of firmness
and response stems from our own lack
of firmness on such maiters as offshore
procurement policy; that Egypt in its
uncertain steps of national “childhood”
can be developed into an ally.

EISENHOWER RAISES AMERICAN PRESTIGE

I am glad to report, from what I saw
and heard, that American prestige
abroad is no longer on the wane. It
may have been a year or two ago, but
not now. To the contrary, it is going up.
And I think this is largely because Pres-
ident Eisenhower in the last few months
has begun to exercise real leadership.

I saw a difference in reaction on this
attitude abroad between the time of my
trip in October, when repeatedly people
said to me that they wished President
Eisenhower would give the world more
vigorous leadership, that they were al-
most hungry for him to do so, and that
they would quickly follow, and my trip
in February, when I found that the atti-
tude had changed. Now people in the
various countries are inspired by the
manner in which President Eisenhower
has been asserting world leadership.
They want him to continue to do it, and
in even greater degree. It has done much
to build up their courage to resist the
threat of communism,

LEADERSHIP MUST INCREASE

That leadership must increase in bold-
ness and firmness in the future if we are
to cope successfully with the threat to
the freedom of the world.
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It should be followed more firmly by our_

- In spite of the pessimism that prevails
in some circles, we have plenty to be
thankful for and confident about. Our
strength, prestige, and position in the de-
fense against the aggressive advances of
the Communists is greater than we real-
ize and is gradually increasing. While
we are gaining, we still have a great deal
to do and we cannot let up in our alert-
ness and vigilance.

I have heard the State Department
and its employees attacked time and
again, but I want to say that I am proud
of the personnel in our Foreign Service.
They are doing a real, patriotic, and ef-
fective job for our country.

One of the principal criticisms I have
about the State Department is leaving
such key ambassadorships as those to
India and Burma vacant and unfilled for
so long. This, I believe, is inexcusable.
Another criticism is the failure to recog-
nize the necessity of having career per-
sonnel in the top spots.

NEEDED CHANGES IN FOREIGN POLICY

The time has come when there should
be some changes in at least the ap-
proaches of our foreign policy. We
should stop trying to force our aid on
countries. Our policy should be to let
nations ask for our aid rather than to
attempt to force it on them. We should
give more aid in the form of loans on a
businesslike basis than in the form of
gifts. Such a policy will not only provide
wiser investment in truly mutual secu-
rity, but will breed greater respect for us.
We should concentrate more of our aid
in those countries on whom we can de-
pend.

ACT FROM CONFIDENCE INSTEAD OF FEAR

Every American should be made to
realize that the cold war is something
that we will have to cope with for many,
many years—perhaps decades—perhaps
for the rest of our lives. Even so, cold
war is preferable to hot war.

The time has come when the very
basis of our foreign policy must change.
It must shift from the past negative
basis of fear—fear of Russia—to a posi-
tive basis of confidence in ourselves and
nations friendly to us. We have every
reason for confidence in ourselves. We
are the greatest nation in the world. If
we do not have confidence in ourselves
then surely we cannot expect other coun-
tries to have confidence in us.

The free, liberty-loving nations of the
world must stop living in fear and acting
from fear. We must act from confi-
dence. We cannot accomplish our goal
of peace if we continue to think in terms
of fear of Russia.

I believe that we must start charting
our course on the basis that we are not
going to let Russia scare us any more;
that we are plenty capable of taking
care of ourselves; and that we must
strive for positive construction instead
of fear minded, negative defensiveness.

CRITICISM OF THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES

During the delivery of Mr, KUCHEL'S
speech,

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. KUCHEL. I yield with the under-
standing that the Senator's remarks
will appear at the conclusion of my
speech.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, when a
former President of the United States
undertakes to attack his successor, it be-
hooves him to check up on his own his-
tory. Mr. Harry Truman’s speech last
Saturday evening was a sorry attempt to
revive the name-calling, inflammatory
methods used by one element of the
Democratic Party in years gone by.
Fortunately, the American people have
learned to evaluate this technique, and
its value today is zero.

Mr. Truman declared that President
Eisenhower has been “playing partisan
politics with our security, with our
foreign policy, with our civil service, and
with our Nation’s resources.” These
charges come with peculiar grace from
a former President who threw American
military forces into war without consult-
ing Congress, who froze thousands of
temporary employees into permanent
civil-service tenure, and whose admin-
istration was marked by a series of the
most shocking scandals in our history.

I prefer to believe that the bitterness
of our former President is based upon
the amazing contrast between the Wash-
ington atmosphere under Truman and
the Washington atmosphere under
Eisenhower.

Irresponsible criticism is a Iuxury
which our country cannot afford in these
perilous times. I am certain that the
overwhelming majority of American
people look at President Eisenhower
through the eyes of another spokesman
of the Democratic Party, the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, Mr. Sam
RAYBURN. Mr. RAYBURN said: “Our
hearts go out to President Eisenhower
as in terrible loneliness he wrestles with
the problems of life and death that con-
front the Nation.”

Americans are accustomed to the
extremes of partisan debate. We have
learned to take them with more than a
grain of salt, but in these troubled times,
we can stand a moratorium on political
oratory designed to confuse the mind
and comfort the enemy.

President Eisenhower is not the one
who reduced the dollar to a 50-cent
piece.

President Eisenhower is not the one
who increased the national debt from
$21 billion in 1932 to $267 billion in 1951
to $277,600,000,000 in 1955.

President Eisenhower is not the one
who increased the cost of Government
Igom $5 billion in 1932 to $74 billion in
1952.

President Eisenhower is not the one
who recognized Soviet Russia.

President Eisenhower is not the one
who coddled Alger Hiss, let Gerhardt
Eisler escape, and blocked every effort to
smoke Communists out of Government.

President Eisenhower is not the one
who made the disastrous agreements at
Yalta.

President Eisenhower is not the one
whose blundering policy lost China to
the Reds.

President Eisenhower is not the one
who ordered the “police action” in Korea.
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President Eisenhower is not the one
who fired General MacArthur.

President Eisenhower is not the one
who has brought us a spurious prosperity
through war and by mortgaging the
future through debt.

President Eisenhower is not the one
whose extravagance and fiscal policy
have brought on inflation, and then has
cried to high heaven for greater author-
ity to bring on more of the same to stop
inflation.

President Eisenhower is the leader of
the party which has made it so hot for
the former administration that they
were forced to order crime investiga-
tions; but he is not the one whose politi-
cal connections with the underworld
have been revealed by the same investi-
gations.

Mr, President, I now suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The FRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Mc-
Namara in the chair). Is there objec-
tion? The Chair hears none, and it is
so ordered.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY SENATOR Mc-
CARTHY OF REFORT BY HIM TO-
MORROW TO THE AMERICAN PEO-
PLE

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, as
a courtesy to the Senate, I desire to
make an announcement.

The former Gillette committee, as the
Senate knows, was concerned with Mc-
CaArTHY's finances for a number of years,
as were also the Watkins committee and
the special session of the Senate last
year.

The Internal Revenue Service has just
completed a 3-year investigation of a
T-year period. In view of the amount of
money which has been spent on the in-
vestigation by the two committees, and
the time spent during the special ses-
sion, I feel I owe an obligation to the
American people to give them a detailed
report of what the Internal Revenue
Service has discovered after a 3-year
field investigation.

Therefore, tomorrow afternoon at 5
o'clock I shall make a report, not to the
Senate, but to the American people, by
way of the press, in a press conference.

I felt that as a matter of courtesy I
should let the Senate know that the re-
port would be magde.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
passed without amendment, the bhill
(S. 752) to amend section 102 (a) of
the Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954, so as to elimi-
nate the requirement that privately
owned stocks exported thereunder be
replaced from Commodity Credit Cor-
poration stocks.
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The message also anounced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4903)
making supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes; agreed to the con-
ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and that Mr. CannonN, Mr. RoONEY,
Mr. PreEsTON, Mr. TaBEr, and Mr. CLEV-
ENGER were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

CONSTRUCTION OF COLORADO
RIVER STORAGE PROJECT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 500) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to comstruct, op-
erate, and maintain the Colorado River
storage project and participating proj-
ects, and for other purposes.

Mr. DOUGLAS obtained the floor.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield in order that
I may suggest the absence of a quorum?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
O'MaHONEY in the chair). Dgoes the Sen-
ator from Illinois yield to the Senator
from Nebraska?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield with the
understanding that I shall not lose my
right to the floor.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
call of the roll be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WATKINS, Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield without
his losing his right to the floor, so as to
permit me to place 2 statements in the
RECORD?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield for that pur-
pose.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the ReEcorp, a statement en-
titled “The Origin and Characteristics of
the Colorado River and the Colorado
River Storage Project,” and a statement
entitled “Western Water Law and the
Colorado River Storage Project.”

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

THE ORIGIN AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
CoLoRADO RIVER AND THE CoLORADO RIVER
STORAGE PROJECT
The United States is blessed with 10 great

river systems provlding water for consump-

tive use, power generation, and irrigation.

Of these, the Colorado has for months been

the topic of discussion in the press, on the

radio, and in the Halls of Congress where
legislation relating to its control, develop-
ment, and use have been under consideration
since 1954. Approval of this legislation will
make possible the full utilization of the Colo-
rado River, provide the water and power
necessary to maximum, municipal, agricul-
tural, industrial, power and recreational de-

velopment and make the beginning of 100

years of round, consistent, and economic

growth in the four upper basin States (Col-
orado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming).

The
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The Colorado River drains parts of seven
States in the arid West where water is liter-
ally the lifeblood of the economy. The
States are California, Nevada, and anyone in
the lower basin and Colorado, New Mexico,
Utah, and Wyoming in the upper basin.

The Colorado is a unique river. It is long
and crooked. It rises in the Rocky Moun-
tains of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and
Wyoming and after dropping swiftly down its
numerous tributaries, which drain the snow-
capped peaks, it enters a deep gorge which
cuts through the Colorado plateau for sev-
eral hundred miles. This gorge is often more
than 3,000 feet deep with nearly vertical side
walls. Along this stretch of the river there
is little usable land and few people. Get-
ting the water out of the river and trans-
porting it to the irrigable, populated valleys
through this section of the river is impos-
sible. After the river leaves the deep can-
yon section near Toposh, Ariz., diversions of
water for irrigation are possible and several
such divisions were made late in the nine-
teenth and early in the twentleth century.
The diversion works, however, were subject
to frequent damaging floods which seriously
limited Irrigation development. On the
upper tributaries of the river many small
diversions were made during the same period.
These too were limited by the difficulty of
controlling the widely fluctuary flow of the
river.

The Colorado River is a snow-fed stream.
Its origin is in the great snow blanket which
accumulates each winter on the high water-
sheds of the Colorado River drainage basin,
This snow blanket is a huge natural reser-
voir the outlet of which eannot be controlled
by man. The snow melts with the rising
temperature in the spring and the rapidity
and duration of rise of the temperature to-
gether with the extent and water content of
the snow cover determines the waterflow.
Contrary to indications in eastern streams
precipitation falling as rain, being a minor
part of the total annual precipitation, has
little effect on the flow of the Colorado River.
The lower elevations in the Colorado Drain-
age Basin are extremely arid and contribute
very little to the total flow of the river. The
lower basin (Arizona, Nevada, and Califor-
nia) being at low elevation contribute only
10 percent of the total flow of the river which
the upper basin (Utah, Colorado, New Mexico,
and Wyoming) containing most of the high
watersheds and the heavy snow pack produce
90 percent of the total flow. In fact Cali-
fornia produces none of the waters of the
Colorado and Nevada very little.

Depending solely on a precipitation (rain
or snow) which varies widely from year to
year and on an unpredictable temperature,
the flow of the Coiorado varies widely from
month to month and from year to year.
This wild, unruly river, which defied the ef=
forts of man to control it up to the time
the Hoover Dam was built, varied from a vir-
gin low flow at Yuma, Ariz., of 1,200 cfs to
a virgin high flow of 300,000 cfs.

The maximum development of water source
of this kind, which varies widely and is dif-
ficult to control, is limited to its low water
flow without storage for regulation. Prior
to 1820 the low water flow was fully appro-
priated and put to use and continued de-
velopment but in the upper basin and the
lower basin began to impinge upon exist-
ing rights. This situation prompted the de-
velopment and signing of the Colorado River
compact which divided the waters of the
river between the upper and lower Basin
States prior to its being put to use.

This compact by itself had no effect on
the flow characteristics of the river but it
provided a basin for the development of
necessary physical controls which would ef-
fect the flow characteristics. Shortly after
the Colorado River compact was signed the
Hoover Dam was proposed and by 1935 it
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was completed and the Colorado River be=
low the dam was under complete control.
This control made possible the full and com-
plete use of the waters allocated to the
lower basin.

Since the completion of the Hoover Dam
the Parker and Davis Dams, in the lower
basin, have been completed for the purpose
of generating power, the All American Head-
ing and Canal have been completed to de-
liver water to the Imperial Valley and au-
thorization to build the Pilot Knob power
plant on the All-American Canal has been
granted.

This power plant will discharge water into
the Colorado River just above the Mexican
border where it will be of no further use to
the United States. The construction of the
Hoover Dam and other facilities in the lower
basin has completely changed the flow char-
acteristics in the lower basin and made
possible the full use of this water and pow-
er resource, not only that which the Colo-
rado River compact allocates to the lower
basin, but the entire flow that passes the
Hoover Dam.

But what about the Colorado River above
Lee Ferry? In the 32 years since the sign-
ing of the compact, except for the Colorado-
Big Thompson transmountain diversion and
a few other very small projects, nothing has
happened except investigations. These in-
vestigations, costing between 87 and $10 mil-
lion have been thorough and exacting.
These investigations show that no further
development is possible in the upper Colo-
rado River Basin without storage for regula-
tion of the river. Based on these investiga-
tions, a proposed plan for the control and
utilization of the waters allocated to the
upper Colorado River Basin under the Colo-
rado River compact has been made. This
plan when carried out will completely control
the river and make possible the beneficial
consumptive use of the water allocated to
the upper Colorado River States by the com-
pact, the generation of power which will pro-
vide revenues for the repayment of the pow-
er costs with interest and have left over rev-
enues to help pay the irrigation costs all
within 50 years and then yield a net annual
revenue of millions of dollars for public
benefit.

Legislation relating to this project is now
before the Congress. Its approval means
the control of the Colorado River for the
benefit of the people by providing water and
power for the agricultural, industrial, and
municipal development in the upper basin
States and constitutes an investment in the
future for this Nation.

WEeESTERN WATER Law AND THE COLORADO
RIVER STORAGE PROJECT

The Colorado River storage project legis-
lation now pending before the Congress pre-
sents another forward step in the develop-
ment of the Nation's land and water re-
sources. It involves a planned basinwide
development supported by a compact agreed
to by the United States and the seven Colo-
rado River basin States. This compact de-
parts from the basic principles of western
water law in that it divides up the water
resources before it is put to use in order that
the areas that, due to physical or other
handicaps, develop more slowly will not lose
their share of the water to those who could
and would put it to use first.

The first law relating to waters to be
established in the United States was based
on the common law of England and is known
as the doctrine of riparian rights. It is a
humid area law because it does not depend
upon nor has any relation to the consump-
tive use of water. In effect it says a man
owning land on the bank of a stream has a
right to have the water in that stream flow
by his land undiminished in guantity and
unpolluted in quality for all time by virtue
of his ownership of the land. Use of the
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water does not create a right and nonuse
does not forfeit it. It did not permit a con-
sumptive of water. A man owning land not
abutting on the stream has no rights what-
soever in the stream. This doctrine still
remains the basis law in the humid areas.

When the arid West was settled it became
apparent from the first that consumptive
use must be the basis of the right and in-
asmuch as there was never enough water to
satisfy all needs the principles of first in
time is first in right, became established.
Thus a new doctrine of water law was born.
It is called the doctrine of appropriation:
“First in time is first in right and beneficial
use is the basis and the measure of the right.”
The Intermountain States (Utah, Idaho,
Nevada, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, and
Arizona), from the first abrogated the doc-
trine of riparian rights and accepted the
doctrine of appropriation. The other West-
ern States (North Dakota, South Dakota, Ne-
braska, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, California,
Oregon, Washington, and Montana) retained
the doctrine of riparian rights but have since
so modified it by statute and court decisions
that the basic water law of these States is
practically the doctrine of appropriation.
The principle of beneficial use is paramount
in the States signing the Colorado River
compact with some modification in Califor-
nia and is recognized as between States.
Furthermore, the State contributions pro-
vide in most States, and only a right to use
can be acquired.

The Colorado River, being a wild and un-
ruly stream, subject to wide variations in
flow, and traveling rugged topography de-
veloped slowly. The early users of water in
the lower basin had appropriated the entire
low-water flow. Development on the tribu-
taries in the upper basin began to effect
the low-water flow in the lower basin. Water
users on both basins became fearful of their
rights based on priority of use and proposed
a compact which would circumvent the doc-
trine of appropriation and divide the waters
of the river between the States in advance
of its use. Thus was born the Colorado
River compact now accepted as the basic law
of the river. Under the compact use does
not establish the right nor does nonuse
forfeit it.

The law of gravity, however, operates in
spite of the compact. Since the signing of
the compact facilities have been constructed
in the lower basin to permit the use of the
entire flow of the river for consumptive use
and power generation. Already water be-
longing to the upper Colorado River States,
but not being used because there are no
facilities for storage, diversion, and convey-
ance, is being used in the lower basin to
generate power which is now supporting in-
dustrial and domestic users in the lower
basin. They will probably not establish a
right by such use in spite of the compact
but continued for power and a developed
consumptive use on lower basin lands
would make it difficult if not impossible to
secure an authorization to build faecilities
in the upper basin if such action would de-
stroy developed uses in the lower basin.

It is therefore apparent that nonuse in
the upper basin for an indefinite period
would result, practically, in the loss of the
right given by the Colorado compact. Such
nonuse will be forced on the upper-basin
States If the facilities proposed in the Colo-
rado River storage project are not authorized.

Inasmuch as water runs downhill, failure
to authorize the upper Colorado River stor-
age project under the same ground rules as
have been afforded other reclamation proj-
ects will be tantamount to glving away the
water and power resources of the uper basin
States to the States of the lower Colorado
River Basin and Mexico.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it is
with a feeling of real regret that I take
the floor to oppose the upper Colorado
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project. My feeling of regret is due
largely to the esteem and affection which
I have for the Senators from the States
in the upper Colorado Basin; notably the
Senators from Utah, Wyoming, Colorado,
and New Mexico, but of course, not ex-
cluding the Senators from Arizona and
Nevada. Iam aware that the bill means
a great deal to them individually as
representatives of their States; and I
am aware that it means a great deal to
the States themselves.
THE BILL AND ITS EFFECTS

The bill calls for the expenditure of
$1,658,460,000, as the report on pages
16 and 17 shows. But this, as I shall
show, is only the beginning, because it
has been the past record of the Bureau
of Reclamation that the actual costs
are more than twice the originally esti-
mated costs.

It is also true that the interest upon
the irrigation features of the project, for
which the construction costs will be ap-
proximately $915 million, is forgiven:
and ultimately the taxpayers themselves
will have to pay the interest on the bonds
which will have to be floated. This will
amount, probably, to $1,153,000,000, ac-
cording to Mr. S. W. Crosthwait, Acting
Commissioner of the Department of In-
terior as given in his letter on page 555 of
the hearings on S. 500.

Lurking behind the projects which are
authorized in the bill are additional
projects, the magnitude of which we
cannot guess, but which we ean be quite
certain will be very great indeed. Among
these will be the completion of the Cen-
tral Utah project.

So the bill before the Senate provides
for direct and indirect expenditures of
$2,750,000,000, and probably substantial
sums will be required in addition to that
amount.

The direct outlay of over $1,600,000,000
in the upper Colorado River region, dis-
tributed over an area roughly shown by
the map I hold in my hand, will, of
course, result in a great deal of employ-
ment in that area. Thousands, perhaps
tens of thousands, of persons will be em-
ployed in constructing the dams, lay-
ing out the irrigation projects, and in-
stalling the generators. This will have
a very stimulative effect upon the trade
and industries of the region.

Furthermore, the acres to be irrigated,
even though at a high cost, will increase
the population of the region and will be
of economic benefit to it. So I am quite
well aware of the interest which the peo-
ple of those four States take in the pro-
posed legislation, and of the obligation
which the Senators from those States
feel, in a sense, as ambassadors from
their States to defend the interests of
their localities.

EURDEN BORNE BY THE WHOLE COUNTRY

Mr. President, if this were all to the
story, I would, of course, support the
measure. But I cannot do so, because
it is not all. Whence will the money
come with which to pay for the projects?
It will certainly have to be advanced by
the country as a whole. The States to be
affected will, in their payment of taxes,
contribute only about 2 percent of the
amount which will be invested. If it
should happen that the national deficit
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will be increased, as will probably be the
case, bonds will have to be floated. But
the interest on those bonds will have to
be met by the taxpayers of the Nation
as a whole. Further it looks as though
the principal is not to go back into the
Treasury but is to be used for more irri-
gation projects. Therefore, the bill is
not a matter of concern merely to the
States immediately affected.

In my opinion, too often in these mat-
ters we turn the issues over to the
States which will be benefited, and
which naturally wish to have represen-
tation on the committees which deal with
them, while the Senators from the other
States of the Union largely wash their
hands and take what the States imme-
mediately interested decide upon. But
obviously the burden ultimately has to
be borne by the Nation as a whole.

I have great affection not only for the
Senators from the four States con-
cerned, and the neighboring States, but
also for the Senators from the great
northern tier of States—Montana, North
Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michi-
gan, and the upper New England area.
They are all fine members, and their lo-
calities could also be benefited if Con-
gress appropriated over $1.6 billion with
which to erect hot-houses in which to
grow bananas and luscious strawberries,
Think of the employment which would
be created in those regions if Congress
decided, as a public project, to grow
bananas in the wintertime, and thus
alleviate the shortage of fruit. Pros-
perity would bloom throughout the
northern area. Buf someone else
would have to pay the bill.

As I recall Benjamin Franklin, in his
autobiography, described how he used to
walk along the waterfront of Boston.
One day, as he was walking, a hawker
approached him and asked him to buy
a whistle. Franklin wanted a whistle, so
he bought the one which the hawker
offered. Later he found that he had
paid about five times too much for the
whistle, and he repented his purchase for
the rest of his life. Franklin said that
ever afterward, when he contemplated
making an expenditure, he asked him-
self, “Did you pay too much for the whis-
tle?” I think perhaps that was the only
time in his life when Franklin made an
imprudent purchase.

In connection with the projects under
consideration, the Federal Government
and the people of the entire country will
be committed to uneconomic expendi-
tures, which will largely be borne by
other sections than those directly bene-
fited. Granted that it is fine to generate
electricity from water power and to de-
velop irrigation projects; granted that it
is fine to see the desert blossom as the
rose; nevertheless, the question today is,
just as it was in the time of Franklin,
“Are we paying too much for the proj-
ect? Are we paying too much for the
whistle?”” The money spent on these
projects in a normal period must be with-
drawn from other purposes. The taxes
which the taxpayers pay decrease the
amount of money which they can spend
for their private purposes. The interest
which the taxpayers will pay upon the
bonds to be floated will diminish their
incomes and decrease their purchases.
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THE GOOD OF THE NATION SHOULD BE THE
YARDSTICE

We can foresee the expansion of em-
ployment in the four upper Colorado
Basin States, but we cannot calculate
the precise decrease in purchasing
power and the decrease in employment
in the regions which will pay the taxes.
As a Senator from an industrial State,
one of the “conquered provinces” of the
Nation which have very little voice in
the Senate of the United States, or, if
they have a voice, very little effect upon
the processes of legislation, I am of the
opinion that we should look at this ques-
tion from the standpoint of what is good
for the country as a whole. How can the
labor and the purchasing power which
we have be used most advantageously?
Is what is proposed the best use of the
money and the labor we have to fur-
nish? If it is, we should pass the bill.
If it is not, we should reject it.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point? .

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly. I am
glad to yield to the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr, ANDERSON. I wonder if the
Senator from Illinois has ever visited
the Salt River Valley of Arizona.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, I have.

Mr. ANDERSON. Did he find there
automobiles made in Detroit?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes.

Mr. ANDERSON. Did he find prod-
ucts from all over the United States
being used there?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that, as I
remember, the Salt River Valley was al-
most the first of the irrigation projects.
Is that not true?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the water not
come from the Roosevelt Dam?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr, DOUGLAS. The Roosevelt Dam,
I think, was the first large-scale dam
constructed to impound water for irriga-
tion purposes.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am not at the mo-
ment making an attack on all irrigation
projects. In fact, I think the early irri-
gation projects were beneficial. The
cost was low, the land which was irri-
gated was fertile, the growing seasons
were long, and I think those projects
were desirable. My point is that on the
upper Colorado—and I hope to develop
this point—there is a short growing sea-
son, costs per acre are enormous, benefits
per acre will be comparatively low, and
what is projected is not a good way to
spend such enormous amounts of money.

Mr. ANDERSON. I only wish to say
that I shall be happy to hear the Sen-
ator’s discussion. I merely want to
point out that a very natural thing hap-
pened with regard to irrigation projects.
The best and the most available dam
sites were used first. Subsequently it
was difficult to find additional dam
sites. I think that if the Senator will
compare the growing season where the
pending projects are located with the
growing season in the Grand Coulee
Dam area, he will find that the areas
embraced in the Columbia River proj-
ects do not have a much longer grow-
ing season than do the areas where the
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projects contemplated by the pending
bill are located. He will find in those
areas projects which have worked out
extremely well, and have turned out to
be of value to the country generally.

As I hope to develop in a short time,
if we do not continue to develop these
projects to be used for the production
of food for the people of the United
States, people who live in States like
Illinois may a little later confront more
problems than they might have from the
competition they are anticipating in
connection with these projects.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say to my
good friend from New Mexico that if
money is spent on an uneconomic proj-
ect, it is taken away from other portions
of the ecountry, and their purchasing
power is diminished. The Senator may
be able to say that there would be more
automobiles in New Mexico, Colorado,
or Utah, but there would be fewer auto-
mobiles in New York, Connecticut, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Illinois.

ARE ADDITIONAL ACRES NECESSARY?

There is one final point I should like
to make with respect to the argument
that it is now necessary to have large
amounts of additional land put under
cultivation. At the moment the cry is
intended to withdraw land from cul-
tivation. Wheat acreage is being cut by
20 million acres. The Secretary of
Agriculture wanted to have the cultiva-
tion of other erops cut by 20 million
more acres, and to have withdrawn from
cultivation 40 million acres which were,
to be put into grass and nitrogen fixing
legumes. So at the moment the desire is
not for additional units of land to be
put under cultivation; it is quite the
contrary. It is said we have a surplus
of land under cultivation, and that some
of it should be withdrawn from culti-
vation.

Mr, ANDERSON. If we were legislat-
ing for the moment, I grant that what
the Senator has said would be correct;
but if we are trying to legislate for the
future, even 15 years from now, I think
the Senator will not then find land will
be withdrawn from cultivation. I shall
demonstrate later this afternoon that
before the proposed projects are com-
pleted, we will be a have-not nation ag-
riculturally; and it is for that reason
that I desire to have the proposed leg-
islation enacted, and not for the advan-
tage of the moment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I know the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico is a
much better expert on the subject of
agriculture than I am, since he was once
Secretary of Agriculture, and was a very
distinguished official in that role. How-
ever, I may say that I think we are going
to find that there will be a continued
increase in output per acre, and that
such continued increase in output per
acre in the fertile sections of the coun-
try will largely remove the necessity for
putting under cultivation the less fertile,
semi-arid, and arid regions of the Na-
tion.

I might mention one final point.
Probably the greatest authority on the
geography of the country is Mr. Paul
Sears, who was once a professor in Okla-
homa, then in Ohio, and I believe is now
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at Yale. He has pointed out that if we
really want to increase farm output, the
thing to do is to put more water on the
fertile sections of the country, on the
land of Iowa, on the land of Illinois, on
the land of Indiana, on the land of
Ohio—and, yes, on the land of Minne-
sota—at much less expense than would
be involved in the pending legislation, not
$800 an acre, but somewhere between
$30 and $60 an acre. That is, water
would be taken from the Mississippi,
from the Great Lakes, or from other
great rivers of the country, would be
put on land which is fertile, at much
lower costs, and the land would produce
a much larger yield, and it would pay off.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I know of Paul
Sears and of his book Deserts on the
March, and other works of that nature.
I agree there is much in what he has
said. It will gladden the heart of the
Senator from Illinois to know that in
the delta of the Mississippi, one of the
greatest agricultural areas of the coun-
try, irrigation is today starting to be
practiced.

The Senator referred to land which is
designated as fertile. I want the Sena-
tor to remember, and I am sure he knows
this well, that there are many areas of
the country where land is not regarded
as particularly fertile, but where the
light, sandy soil is easily adapted to the
growing of crops.

It is interesting to note that the pro-
posal which has been made to bring
water from the Mississippi Valley to the
high plains of Texas would involve cost
far in excess of that contemplated for
the pending project, yet a cost which the
country would be prepared to pay, be-
cause it would be the only course by
which it would be possible to feed the
population of this country.

I intend to deal with the question that
merely by increasing the fertility of our
present cultivated lands we will not be
able to feed our increasing population
and maintain our present standard of

- living, to say nothing of improving it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am not proposing
that the waters of the Mississippi River
should be shipped overland a thousand
miles to Texas; but I do say that for an
acreage cost of one-twentieth of the cost
contemplated by the pending bill, we will
be enabled to obtain a greater output of
farm production by putting water on
already fertile land, than by carrying
on this project on the Colorado, and put-
ting water on very high land where the
growing season is short.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
O’MAHONEY in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Illinois yield to the Senator

from Utah?
Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall yield, Mr.
President. Today, I seemed to have

stirred up the lions, as usual. I hope to
proceed with my speech, but meanwhile
I shall be glad to yield to the Senator
from Utah.

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator
from Illinois realize that the agricultural
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crops produced on lands under irriga-
tion in projects such as the ones sought
to be authorized by means of this bill
are not of the types that are in surplus
supply?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam quite well aware
that this project will provide for the
raising of feed for livestock—in other
words, for the raising of hay and a little
corn. This project will not result in the
rich yields which are obtained in certain
sections of Arizona or southern Califor-
nia. Instead, this project is primarily—
insofar as its agricultural phases are con-
cerned—for the purpose of providing
feed for livestock; and I say that is about
the most unprofitable use which could
be made of irrigated land.

Mr. WATKINS. That depends upon
the section involved.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Ihave studied the re-
ports for each and every one of these ir-
rigation projects; and in each and every
case the Bureau of Reclamation, which
certainly is not prejudiced against this
product, since it is its baby, says that
primarily the project is for the produc-
tion of hay and other livestock feed.

Mr. WATKINS. In some sections.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In virtually every
section.

Mr. WATKINS. In some of the high
sections of Colorado and elsewhere, but
not everywhere.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not know the al-
titude of Salt Lake or of the beautiful
section in the Wasatch Mountains; but
on the profile map, the altitudes are be-
tween 5,000 and 7,000 feet above sea
level; and, inevitably, that means a
short-growing season.

Mr. WATKINS.  In Salt Lake Valley
we cannot use irrigated land for the
growing of feed for livestock. We do not
attempt to raise hay, grain, or oats on
the land made available by these
projects. Most of the water which will
come from this dam will be for indus-
trial use.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Now the Senator
from Utah is shifting to industrial use.
But I am talking about irrigation. I say
that insofar as irrigated land is con-
cerned, this project is about of the least
possible value; and the proof is that the
landowners are supposed to pay only
about 15 percent of the cost of these
projects.

Mr. WATKINS. The landowners are
also the power users.

Mr. DOUGLAS. They are not iden-
tical with the power users.

Mr. WATKINS. They are all power
users.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But not in the same
proportion.

Mr. WATKINS. They are all in the
same community, and they are cooperat-
ing to build these projects. That is the
only way by which we could build these
projects. All the people—both those on
the farms and those in the cities—co-
operate to build these projects. All of
them are willing to pay the costs for pow-
er in the same area; all of them are will-
ing to pay enough to retire all the ex-
penditures for construction. ,The only
part which would not be retired with
interest would be the part allocated to
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irrigation. The principal would be re-
paid, but not the interest.

If the Senator from Illinois wishes to
check on these projects, I shall under--
take to show exactly what happens,
namely, that the benefits coming from
these projects are sufficient—on the basis
of comparing construction costs with the
benefits—to justify them; and the bene-
fits are sufficient to pay for all the costs,
but not including interest, after they
have been in operation for, let us say, 10
years.

That is the actual history of these
projects. One of the worst of them, I
think, is the Seedskadee, in Wyoming,
where the irrigated land has been used
for production of the type of crops the
Senator from Illinois has been mention-
ing.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Utah will examine the
hearings beginning on page 59 and con-
tinuing for approximately 25 pages, he
will find that in virtually every one of
the projects the analysis shows that the
primary production is that of crops for
the feeding of livestock. My point is
that of course in the past, irrigation
projects have not been used for this pur-
pose because they are uneconomical
when so used; but now it is proposed to
use the water for this purpose—about
the most uneconomical use one could
imagine.

IRRIGATION FEATURES ARE NOT SELF-SUPPORTING

Furthermore, the irrigation features
of the project do not stand on all fours;
there will have to be more surplus for
power; and I shall point out that it is
possible and, to my mind, probable, that
the surplus for power will not be suffi-
cient to meet the irrigation costs, and
that therefore not only will the interest
on the irrigation costs have to be met
by the taxpayers—and that will mean at
least $1,153,000,000—but that also the
principal of the irrigation cost itself
will have to be met by the taxpayers.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, we
shall show to the contrary. The history
of these projects shows that they have
been beneficial.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Of course if the rest
of the country pours money into a cer-
tain area, that area can be made pros-
perous. But the purchasing power
which is withdrawn from the other sec-
tions of the country—— ¢

Mr., WATKINS. Mr. President, the
benefits which come from the deveop-
ment make it possible for the other sec-
tions of the country to be more pros-
perous.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But if the money
had stayed in the other sections of the
country, it would have built up employ-
ment and purchasing power still further
in those areas.

Mr, WATKINS. Mr. President, I wish
to call attention—as we have done over
the years—to the flood-control program.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, if my
good friend, the Senator from Utah, will
permit me to do so, I should like to de-
velop my argument. I am trying to
make an introduction to it. Then I
shall speak of power, and then of irriga-
tion; and then I shall take up the reserve
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water supply; and then I shall say a
few words about recreation. But I do
not wish to be drawn immediately into
a discussion of flood control.

Let me say that I have been down into
the valley of the Colorado, as a great
many others have been. I walked down
there and I walked back and I got very
sore walking there. I have camped in
the deep gorge of the Grand Canyon.
There are no great industrial settle-
ments in that canyon, and there is no
danger of flooding farms or industries
there. The problem on the Colorado is
entirely different from the problem on
the Columbia or on other rivers on the
banks of which there are great indus-
tries.

The Senator from Utah knows this
region. It is where a great river flows
through a series of deep canyons—beau-
tiful canyons, awe-inspring canyons.

Mr. WATKINS. I may say that for
many years my home was on one of the
large tributaries of the Colorado. I have
been up and down it, more or less, and
am acquainted with it from New Mexico
to the headwaters, in Wyoming. I say,
Mr. President, that there are no great in-
dustries on the river itself because the
river is crooked and for most part flows
through deep canyons; and we have to
spend money to bring the water from
the river to the farms where it is needed,
and also to take the water over a moun-
tain range to Los Angeles and that area.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Of course, we could
build hot houses in northern Maine
and northern Minnesota, and in them
could grow bananas and strawberries,
and that would seem at first blush to
be a fine thing. But the question is
whether it would be an economical ex-
penditure of funds. That is all I ask.

Let me say to my good friend, the Sen-
ator from Utah, that the people out
west are grand people. The outdoor life
has a splendid effect on their character.
But they cannot expect to do with about
14,000,000 acre-feet of water a year what
they could do if they had 140,000,000
acre-feet of water a year.

Mr. WATKINS. Of course that is
simple arithmetic.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is too bad that
these fine people live in a semiarid re-
gion, with a river running through deep
canyons. We are sorry for them, but I
do not think that creates for them a
perpetual claim on the Public Treasury.

Mr., WATKINS. Let me ask about
flood control. The Senator from Illinois
lives in an area which itself could take
care of its rivers if it wished to do so.
Why should the rest of the Nation pay
millions of dollars for flood control on
those streams, in view of the fact that
those expenditures are not of direct ben-
efit to the people in the other States?
It is just the opposite.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Utah is well aware of the fact that I
have not been a very ardent advocate of
the rivers and harbors bills and the so-
called flood-control projeets. I think
probably more land has been reclaimed
by the Army engineers than by the Bu-
reau of Reclamation.

Mr, WATKINS. That is not sur-
prising, They spend a great deal more
money.
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Mr. DOUGLAS. What happens in
those cases is that the stream is deep-
ened, the water is drained off from the
swamplands, levees are constructed, and
land which was swampland and virtually
useless has bulldozers turned onto it,
and, at slight cost, what was worthless
land becomes extremely valuable land.

Mr. WATKINS. And the landowners
do not pay any of the cost.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That iscorrect. The
Senator from Illinois once proposed that
half the cost of the improvements should
be paid by special assessments upon the
land benefited.

Mr. WATKINS. Why did not the Sen-
ator go all the way?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am willing to go all
the way. Will the Senator from Utah
agree to support any effort in that di-
rection, and vote for it?

Mr. WATKINS. If a different rule is
set up for reclamation, I certainly will.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But two wrongs do
not make a right. We are not dealing
now with rivers and harbors, or with the
Mississippi River or the Missouri River.
We are dealing with the upper Colorado
River, and I would appreciate it if the
Senator from Utah would let me discuss
it, instead of bringing in extraneous is-
sues which have nothing to do with the
case. “The flowers that bloom in the
spring, tra-la,” as Gilbert and Sullivan
wrote, “have nothing to do with the
case.”

Mr. WATKINS. In 1950, 1951, 1952,
1953, 1954, and 1955 the appropriations
for flood control were $2,587,112,298,
none of which was returned to the
Treasury.

Mr. DOUGLAS. When the Army en-
gineers' bill comes before the Senate,
I am perfectly willing to discuss it, and
I hope my good friend from Utah will
“man the pumps” on that occasion.
But for the moment, let us discuss the
pending bill, namely, Senate bill 500,
which deals with the upper Colorado
project.

Mr., WATKINS. Did the Senator
from Illinois “man the pumps” last year
when the flood-control annual authori-
zation was before us?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thought I would
give the new administration a year to
see if it would not reform, and I was ill.
But no, it is just as bad as ever.

Mr. WATKINS. Just as bad as pre-
vious administrations which have been
inaugurating flood-control projects
through the years.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct.
There has been no improvement.

ACTUAL COSTS WILL EXCEED ESTIMATES

If I may return to the subject, what
is the upper Colorado project? In the
first place, it calls for an expenditure
of $1,658,460,100, of which $915 million
is allocated to irrigation, $656.6 million
to power, and $72 million to municipal
water. In all probability, the actual
cost of these projects will be greatly in
excess of the estimated cost. I hold in
my hand a report from the Committee
on Public Works of the House of Repre-
sentatives in the 82d Congress, entitled
“The Civil Functions Program of the
Corps of Engineers, United =States
Army.” It is House Committee Print
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No. 21. There is also in the report a
section on the Bureau of Reclamation.
On pages 17 and 18 it is pointed out
that in the case of the Corps of Engi-
neers, the actual cost of 182 projects ex-
ceeded the estimated cost by 124 percent
from the time they were initially con-
sidered in Congress. That is to say, if
the Corps of Engineers estimated the
cost to be $1 million, the actual cost, on
the average, would be $2,240,000.

The Bureau of Reclamation was not
quite as bad as that, but the actual costs
of the projects studied exceeded the esti-
mated costs by 106 percent. That is to
say, if the Bureau of Reclamation esti-
mated the cost at $1 million, the actual
cost would prove to be $2,060,000. In
other words, the past record of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation has been that it
understates the final cost by at least one-
half of the final cost. Interestingly
enough, the report states that the pres-
ent estimated cost of the Missouri River
program is approximately 274 percent
greater than the figure used at the time
the project was approved by Congress.
For example, if the estimate had been
$100 million—of course, it was much
more than that—it now appears that the
cost will be $374 million.

Therefore, when a project comes be-
fore us with respect to which it is ad-
mitted that the costs will be $1,658,460,-
100, in view of the past record, I think we
can be fairly certain that the actual
costs will be greatly in excess of that
amount.

I may say in this connection that only
about 30 percent of the added cost of the
projects studied by the Public Works
Committee was due to changes in the
price levels. Forty-three percent was
due to struectural changes. Having had
some experience with public works on a
local and State scale, I can say that that
is a phrase which is used to cover a mul-
titude of sins. A slight change in plans
can be made, to justify a huge increase
in cost.

Approximately 27 percent was for
other reasons, such as structural engi-
neering modifications, changed local
needs, unforeseen conditions, inadequacy
in planning, administrative decision, and
so forth. So I think we can be certain
that we are not only being let in for
$1,658,460,100 of capital expenditures,
but for what may run into $2, $21%, or $3
billion worth of capital construction
costs.

In addition, there is the interest fac-
tor, which is quite important. On power
projects capital costs are repaid, and
interest costs are repaid. That, I think,
is as it should be. I believe that interest
is a true and proper charge. In the
case of irrigation projects capital costs
are repaid, but not interest. In the
case of land redeemed from flooding,
as the Senator from Utah said, neither
the capital cost nor the interest charges
are repaid. I think we need a real re-
form in connection with such expendi-
tures. In the past the Senator from Il-
linois has advocated such a reform. I
was almost alone in such advocacy, I
may say. I hope that when the Senator
from Illinois brings forward such a pro-
posal again, he will have the support
of the senior Senator from Utah.
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Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. WATKINS. Last year I thought
probably the Senator would bring for-
ward such a proposal, after he told me
he was introducing a bill requiring pay-
ment of half the costs, but, as I gather
from the REecorp, I do not think the
Senator from Illinois raised the ques-
tion, and, as I remember the Recorp, he
did not even vote on the legislation.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Illinois was not in good health during
the concluding days of the session last
year, and was in bed a great deal of the
time, so he missed a number of the late
rollcalls, although his attendance rec-
ord in general has been very good, name-
ly over 90 percent. I am sure the Sena-
tor from Utah does not wish to criticize
the Senator from Illinois because at that
period he was physically worn out. I
believe the Senator from Utah has suf-
fered physical incapacity upon occasion.
He knows how difficult it is to be present
always.

Mr. WATKINS. I am sorry the Sen-
ator from Illinois was incapacitated.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe the attend-
ance record of the Senator from Illinois
was about 93 percent, as shown by the
rollcalls.

Mr. WATKINS. I was not aware of
the disability of the Senator.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not blazon my
illness publicly, nor make any appeal for
sympathy because of it; but since the
Senator from Utah implied that I ran
away from a fight, I think perhaps he is
entitled to know the truth.

Mr, WATEINS. I am only taking the
RecorD as it stands. It indicated that
the Senator did not vote.

ANNUAL FLOW OF COLORADO RELATIVELY SMALL

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe certain
fundamental facts about the Colorado
River project need to be noted. The first
is that in spite of all the talk of the flow
of water in the Colorado River, in rela-
tive terms, it is limited. I know that the
lower valley is pledged 7% million acre-
feet, that the upper valley is pledged 7%
million acre-feet, and that by a subse-
quent treaty entered into with Mexico,
that country is given a million and a half
acre-feet. Therefore we have pledged
16'% million acre-feet of the Colorado.
I know, however, that over a 40-year
period the average flow in the Colorado
at Lee Ferry is a little more than 15
million acre-feet. Am I in error?

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe the Sena-
tor is in error. I believe the water al-
lotted to Mexico must come from the
water of the various States in case there
is not a surplus of water in the river.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then over a period
of 40 years there has been enough water
to fulfill the claims of 15 million acre-
feet. Of course, for the past 10 years,
largely because of low rainfall, the aver-
age flow for a 10-year period has been
13.6 million acre-feet. Therefore, at the
present time there is a deficiency in the
flow of the Colorado River water below
that which has been pledged. -

However, that is not the precise point
I wish to make. The flow of the Colo-
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rado is relatively small in comparison
with other great rivers of the United
States. Let us take, for example, the
flow of the Columbia River. The flow
of the Columbia River at The Dalles is
141 million acre-feet a year. That is
more than 10 times the average flow of
the Colorado River. The flow of the
Snake River, a tributary of the Colum-
bia, upon which some of us want to erect
that great dam at Hells Canyon, is 32.2
million acre-feet a year, or more than
twice the flow of the Colorado.

The basin figure for the flow of the
Tennessee is 48 million acre-feet a year,
or more than 3% times the flow of the
Colorado. The Niagara—and we do not
hear many people talk about the
Niagara—has a flow of 140 million acre-
feet a year.

If we want to develop power, Mr.
President, the place to develop it is on
the Columbia, the Snake, or the Niagara,
not on the Colorado.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

er. DOUGLAS. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. BENNETT. I should like to ask
the Senator, if a citizen of Utah wanted
to develop waterpower, would he be able
to develop it on the Columbia, the Ten-
nessee, or the Niagara?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Utah was not in the Chamber when I

said that I understood and appreciated

and did not attack the motives of the
Senators from the four States concerned.
Those Senators are not only Senators of
the United States, but they are also, in a
sense, ambassadors from their respec-
tive States. I can quite understand that
they should wish to defend the interests
of their States. I do not attack them
for their advocacy of this bill. It is un-
derstandable. For them to do otherwise
would be political suicide. It is not un-
ethical for those Senators to do what
they are doing. Quite to the contrary, I
should say.

However, I feel it is time that we con-
sider this issue from the standpoint of
the national interest; namely, whether
it is best for the welfare of the country
as a whole, and whether this is the best
place to put the people’s money.

So far as power is concerned—and I
shall come to irrigation later—the place
to develop power now is on the Columbia,
Snake, and Niagara Rivers, not on the
Colorado River.

I have already pointed out that, so far
as putting water on the land is con-
cerned, if Professor Sears is correct—
and I believe he is—more crops can be
raised by putting water on already fer-
tile land, such as in Iowa, Illinois, In-
diana, Ohio, upper New York, western
Massachusetts, and the lower Missis-
sippi Valley, than on semiarid, high alti-
tude land. :

Professor Sears wrote an article on
the subject, which was published in the
Annals of the American Academy. In it
he gives the acreage costs. According to
Professor Sears, the acreage costs in
those areas are one-tenth or one-
twentieth of what they are in the area
under discussion, and his figures do not
take into account interest.
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Mr. President, let us take up the var-
ious purposes for which this money is to
be spent. I take it there are three pur-
poses, namely, power, irrigation, and wa-
ter supply.

I do not believe anyone takes very se-
riously the “red herring” which the sen-
ior Senator from Utah has injected, that
of flood control. There is not much of a
flood control problem on the Colorado
River.

EXCESSIVE COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION PER KILO-
WATT OF CAPACITY

Let us start with power. Power devel-
oped on the Colorado is extremely high-
cost power. It is upon this high-cost
power that the advocates of the project
depend for meeting 85 percent of the
irrigation costs of the upper Colorado
River Basin. I believe that is a correct
statement, Mr. President.

Glen Canyon is to have a construction
cost of $421 million, and $370 million
allocated to power. It is to generate
800,000 kilowatts of power. There will
be $463 of construction cost per kilowatt
capacity.

Echo Park is to have spent on it $128
million allocated to power. It is to gen-
erate a capacity of 200,000 kilowatts.
That will be generated at a cost of $640
per kilowatt.

The figures for the Central Utah proj-
ect show a construction cost of $765 per
kilowatt. At Cross Mountain, the con-
struction cost per kilowatt will be $605.
At Curecanti, the cost will be in excess of
$1,030. At Flaming Gorge, the cost will
be $722 per kilowatt capacity. The aver-
age cost will be $500 per kilowatt ca-
pacity.

What have been some of the construe-
tion costs at other major dams? The
cost at Bonneville was $115 per kilowatt.
At Fort Peck, it was $156 per kilowatt
capacity. At Dennis Dam, on the Red
River, it was $279. At Norfolk, Ark., $184.
At Marrows, Ark., $290. At Bull Shoals,
Ark,, $314. Fort Gilson, Okla. $519.
Tenkiller, Okla., $416. Whitney, Tex.,
$407. Hoover Dam, $112. Grand Coulee,
$90. Shasta, Calif., $130. Parker Dam,
on the lower Colorado, $134. Davis Dam,
near Parker Dam, $278. The construc-
tion cost of the 17 multiple-purpose dams
on the TVA was $166 per kilowatt
capacity.

Therefore, the cost of construction per
kilowatt capacity is about 3 times as
high as it is in the Tennessee Valley,
over 4 times as high as it is at Bonneville,
almost 5 times more than at Hoover, and
almost 6 times what is is at Grand Coulee.

In other words, Mr. President, we are
being asked to spend $656 million on
power in about the worst place in the
United States where hydroelectric power
could be developed.

EXCESSIVE GENEEATING COSTS PER
KILOWATT-HOUR

What will this mean in terms of costs
per kilowatt-hour?

I shall discuss only generating costs.
Gen. U. S. Grant, the grandson of the
great General and President of the
United States, testified before the com-
mittee that the generating costs at Glen
Canyon, which is the lowest of the dams
just before Lee’s Ferry, will be from 4.2
to 4.7 mills a kilowatt-hour. I
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At Echo Park, the costs will be from
5.9 to 6 mills a kilowatt-hour.

Upstream from Echo Park, the costs
will be greater, and it is provided, as
everyone who has studied the report
knows, that the power is to be sold at 6
mills a kilowatt hour.

Let us see what these costs are in com-
parison with Columbia River costs and
TVA costs.

The generating cost at Bonneville, in
the year 1954, was a little over six-tenths
of a mill. If we include all indirect
charges, it would not exceed 1 mill.

The cost at Grand Coulee was less
than half a mill a kilowatt hour, and if
we included all indirect charges, such as
interest and depreciation, the total cost
per kilowatt-hour was less than a mill.

At Hells Canyon the best estimates
range somewhere between 2.5 and 2.6
mills.

I may say that the great advantage of
a high dam at Hells Canyon is not so
much lower costs of generation at the
spot but the fact that a great deal of
water will be stored which can then be
released to the dams downstreams, re-
ducing the costs at those points still
further.

In other words, the costs of the Colum-
bia River are from one-sixth to one-fifth
as much as the costs on the Upper Colo-
rado River, where they are from 5 to
6 times the costs on the main stem of
the Columbia, and over twice as much
as at Hells Canyon.

What about TVA, Mr. President? I
hold in my hand the Annual Report of
the Tennessee Valley Authority for the
year 1954, There we find the prcduc-
tion costs for the multiple-use dams and
the single-use dams on page A25. These
include not only operating costs, but in-
terest and depreciation charges. What
do we find?

The cost at Kentucky Dam was 0.487
of a mill, or less than half a mill.

Pickwick Dam, 0.900 of a mill.

Wilson Dam, 0.669, or approximately
two-thirds of a mill.

Wheeler Dam, 0.795, or about four-
fifths of a mill.

Guntersville, 0.723, or about seven-
tenths of a mill.

Hales Bar, 1.227, or about one and one-
fifth mills.

Chickamauga, 0.739, or approximately
three-fourths of a mill.

Watts Bar. 0.726, or a little over seven-
tenths of a mill.

Fort Loudoun, 1.009 mills.

Norris, the first dam of the Tenncssee
system, 0.894 of a mill.

Hiwassee, 0.617 of a mill.

Cherokee, 2.073 mills.

Fontana, 0.588 of a mill.

South Holston, 1.552.

Watauga, 3.048 mills.

Douglas, 1.505 mills.

Boone, 2.371 mills.

There is a grand average for the total
of multiple-use dams of 1.1 mills per kilo=
watt-hour contrasted with the 4.2 to 4.7
mills at Glen Canyon or the 6 mills at
Echo Park, or the more than 6 mills on
the power dams high up on the Colorado
or on tributary streams.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

CI1—288

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

. Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Will the
Senator give me some indication of how
long he will speak.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I had intended to
speak for approximately an hour, but I
had so many interesting interruptions
from the Senator from New Mexico and
the Senator from Utah that I am just
getting warmed up in my argument.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Would the
Senator be agreeable to the Senate’s
taking a recess at approximately 6
o'clock-

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; with the under-
standing that I may have the floor to-
morrow after the morning hour.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. That is
what I intended to propose to the Sen-
ator if I could have concluded my
sentence.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thought that was
what the Senator intended, but I wanted
to stake out my ground so I would not
forget it later and so the Senator from
Texas would not forget it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] may
yield the floor at this time with the un-
derstanding that tomorrow, following
the morning hour, he will be recognized
and will have the floor.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—and I do not
intend substantially to object—I should
like to finish .the argument on power
costs so that the record on that point
may be complete.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I shall be
happy to have the Senator do so. I
then wish to be recognized, Mr. Presi-
dent, and shall then yield to Members
who wish to introduce bills or make brief
statements.

. Has the unanimous-consent request
been agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, as I
have indicated, the costs per kilowatt-
hour in the case of the projects contem-
plated by the pending bill, are four times
the average costs of the multiple dams on
the Tennessee River, and the cost at
Echo Park is six times the average cost
on the Tennessee River. The cost of the
farther-upstream dams is over six times
the cost on the Tennessee River.

Mr. President, what about the single-
use dams on the Tennessee River, where
nothing is charged off for navigation or
flood control?

The average cost of these 10 single-
use dams is 1.575 mills per kilowatt-
hour, or about one-third the cost at
Glen Canyon, only a little over one-
fourth of the cost at Echo Park, and
probably less than one-fourth with ref-
erence to the other dams upstream.

. Mr. President, if we wish to generate
the power in this region, is the Colorado
River the best means of generating it?

There are large deposits of coal, shale,

and oil in Colorado and Wyoming.

These are all potential sources of fuel.

I wish to point out that on the upper
Colorado River power can be generated
more cheaply from coal, in all proba-
hility, than it can by the use of water=
power.
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*We have more material on this sub-
ject from the reports of the Tennessee
Valley Authority. - They have a num-
ber of steam plants, 9 steam plants
plus 3 small plants. Their average
cost of generation is 2.988 mills per
kilowatt-hour, or just under 3 mills per
kilowatt-hour. The waterpower cost is
about one-third of this, and about one-
half of the amount in econnection with
the single-use dams.

So hydroelectric power is economical
in the valley of the Tennessee. Simi-
larly, it is economical in the valley of
the Columbia, because there are no alter-
native sources of power or heat in the
Columbia, unless atomic energy should
later be used.

But the point I wish to make is that
the upper Colorado region has coal. We
know that the region back of Pueblo,
in Colorado, has coal. We know of
the coal mines and coal resources of
Wyoming.

If it costs 3 mills to generate power by
steam, which comes ultimately from coal,
in the valley of the Tennessee, will it
cost much more than that to generate
power from coal in the upper Colorado?
Possibly it will cost a little more. There
may be differences in the quality of coal
and in the costs of transportation. But
by locating the powerplants close to the
mine mouths transportation costs could
be reduced, and lower cost power could
be obtained from coal in the upper Colo-
rado area—I venture to predict—than
could be obtained by using the waters
of the Colorado River.

ADMINISTRATION SUFPORTING PUBLIC FOWER AT
‘WORST SITES

It is extraordinary that this adminis-
tration, which has frowned upon addi-
tional dams on the Columbia, which has
turned down a high dam at Hells Can-
yon, and which certainly has frowned
upon power projects in the Niagara,
should choose the upper Colorado as the
place where it intends to launch a public
power program. It haschosen the worst
possible place for its public power pro-
gram, while it is giving away the best
locations such as on the Snake to private
industry. If it were the intention of the
administration to discredit public power,
and I wish to make this statement care-
fully, it could not have proceeded in a
more effective fashion than by giving to
the private companies the rich pickings,
while pushing the public projects away
up in the mountains where there are in-
adequate water flows, inadequate power
facilities, and high costs; where the ex-
periment will be discredited and will be
regarded thereafter as an indication of
a failure of public power.

Mr. President, though I come from
Illinois, where the rivers flow gently and
there are not great possibilities for hy-
droelectric development, I have voted for
public power projects on the Tennessee
and on the Columbia. I was very proud
to place my name on the Hells Canyon
bill, because I think that will be a justi-
fiable project, which will pay out, even
though the direct benefit to my section
of the country will not be great.

. I say this to indicate that I try to take
a national point of view on these issues.
However, I object to the expenditure of
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hundreds of millions of dollars on proj-
ects which, in all probability, cannot pay
out; which involve a waste of public
funds; and which will discredit the sys=
tem of public power.

So I urge that we look to see whether
we “are paying too much for the
whistle.”

There are many persons who favor
irrigation and will support any irriga-
tion project, lest it be thought that they
are enemies of irrigation. There are
many persons who favor public power
and therefore feel compelled to vote for
every public power project, no matter
whether or not it is justifiable.

If I may use the analogy, I think we
should look each of these projects in the
mouth, to see whether they are justifi-
able. If they are justifiable, we should
proceed with them. If they are not
justifiable, we should not go ahead with
them.

The projects on the Columbia and the
Tennessee are sound and of great public
benefit. The Hells Canyon project
would be sound and of great public
benefit. Additional dams for the gen-
eration of power on the Columbia and
the Niagara would be of great benefit.
But, for heaven’s sake, let us not start
the project on the upper Colorado. To
do so would be a waste of money, be-
cause it would produce high-cost power
which, in all probability, would be
driven out by steam plants, and might
result in not even the paying back of
the capital cost, let alone the interest.

- Yet it is upon the believed surplus
earnings of the Glen Canyon project
that all the rest of the program is based,
because 85 percent of the capital cost of
the irrigation projects is to be met by
charges for power. The rate is to be
6 mills. That is a high rate. The only
dam which can possibly produce power
at less than 6 mills is Glen Canyon. Itis
possible that a dam at Glen Canyon
might be justifiable. But certainly the
project as a whole would be a wasteful,
high cost project, which should not be
carried out.

Mr. President, I shall now yield the
floor. When I resume tomorrow, in addi-
tion to summarizing the ground I have
covered, I shall discuss the question of
irrigation costs, water reserves, and
recreation.

FOREIGN TRADE—PRINCIPLE OF
FAIR AND REASONABLE COMPETI-
TION VERSUS 193¢ TRADE AGREE-
MENTS ACT

Mr. MALONE, Mr. President, all that
the American workingmen and investors
of this Nation have ever asked for is an
even break in their own American
markets.

FLEXIBLE DUTY TO EQUALIZE EFFECTIVE WAGES

They have demanded g flexible duty or
tariff to equalize the effective wages and
taxes here and in the chief competing
country on each product.

DUTY REDUCED AS FOREIGN LIVING STANDARD

RAISED

Such a duty would be reduced as the
foreien wage standard of living -in-
creased, and when the cost of production
approached our own then free trade
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would be the almost automatic and im=-
mediate result.

FAIR AND REASONABLE COMPETITION

The principle of air and reasonable
competition was the answer of Congress
to the low-wage foreign competition for
almost a century of time. It established
the highest standard of living of any na-
tion in the world.

EQUAL ACCESS TO AMERICAN MARKETS

The principle established equal access
to the American market for the Ameri-
can workingmen and investors.

DUTY TAKES PROFIT OUT OF SWEATSHOP LAEOR

Such a flexible duty, adjusted on the
basis of fair and reasonable competi-
tion, simply takes the profit out of for-
eign sweatshop labor. It does not pre-
vent imports, but brings them in on our
wage standard of living basis.
AMENDMENTS TO SAVE INDIVIDUAL INDUSTRIES

The desperate effort of investors’ and
workingmen’s groups to save their own
particular industry or product from an-
nihilation by amending the 1934 Trade
Agreements Act is proof enough of the
damage the act has done and that it
offers for the future.

I introduce a bill proposing to amend
the 1930 Tariff Act. The amendment
provides the flexibility needed, after 22
years, to establish foreign trade on the
basis of fair and reasonable competition,
and to provide egual access to his own
American markets for the American
workingmen and investors,

MANIPULATION FOR TREADE ADVANTAGE

It is well known that the low-wage for-
eign nations manipulate the price of
their currency in terms of the dollar and
subsidize their own exports through
grants, multiple rates of exchange and
by other methods to defeat any regula-
tion of imports into this country, and to
prevent American imports into their own
nation.

FOREIGN PRODUCTION COST

The amendment provides that the Tar-
iff Commission may take cognizance of
such manipulation in the adjustment of
duties or tariffs, and may take into con-
sideration the “landed duty paid price,”
and the “offered for sale price” in the
determination of the cost of production
of an imported article.

QUANTITATIVE LIMITS

The amendment also provides that the
Commission may impose quantitative
limits—quotas—on the importation of
any article in its determination of the
basis of fair and reasonable competition.

THE AMENDMENT TO 1930 TARIFF ACT

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcoRrD, as a
part of my remarks, my bill—amending
the 1930 Tariff Act—regulating foreign
trade on the prineiple of fair and rea-
sonable competion, giving to the Ameri-
can workingmen and investors equal ac-
cess to their own American markets.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 1723) to amend the Tariff
Act of 1930, and for other purposes, in-
troduced by My, MALONE, was received,

April 18

read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Finance, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:
Be it enacted, etc.—
DECLARATION OF POLICY

Section 1. It is declared to be the policy
of the Congress—

(a) to facilitate and encourage the im-
portation into the United States of foreign
goods and products in quantities sufficient to
supply the needs of the United States econ-
omy,

(b) to foster and provide for the export
of the products of American industry and
agriculture in quantities sufficient to pay for
the needed imports.

(c) to develop and promote a well-
balanced, integrated, and diversified produc-
tion within the United States so as to main-
tain a sound and prosperous national econ-
omy and a high level of wages and employ-
ment in industry and agriculture;

(d) to provide necessary flexibility of im-
port duties thereby making possible appro-
priate adjustments in response to changing
economic conditions;

(e) to assure the accomplishment of these
objectives by returning to and maintaining
hereafter in the United States the control
over American import duties now subject to
international agreements.

nEST.\mIEN‘I: OF EXISTING IMPORT DUTIES

Sec. 2. Title I, paragraphs 1 to 15569, in-
clusive, of the Tariff Act of 1930 are hereby
amended by repealing the classifications and
rates therein contained and substituting
therefor the classifications and rates obtain-
ing and in effect on June 12, 1955, by reason
of proclamations of the President under sec-
tion 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930 or other-
wise.

ADMINISTRATION OF TRADE AGREEMENTS

BEec. 3. Title III, part II, of the Tariff Act of
1930 is amended by adding after section
331 the following new section:

“Sec. 331A. Administration of trade agree-
ments.

*(a) All powers vested in, delegated to, or
otherwise properly exercisable by the Presi-
dent or any other officer or agency of the
United States Iin respect to the foreign
trade agreements entered into pursuant to
section 350 of this act are hereby transferred
to, and shall be exercisable by the Commis-
sion, including, but not limited to, the right
to invoke the various escape clauses, reser-
vations, and options therein contained, and
to exercise on behalf of the United States
any rights or privileges therein provided
for the protection of the interests of the
United States.

*(b) The Commission is hereby authorized
and directed—

“(1) to terminate as of the next earliest
date therein provided, and in accordance
with the terms thereof, all the foreign trade
agreements entered into by the United States
pursuant to section 350 of this act;

“(2) to prescribe, upon termination of any
foreign trade agreement, that the import
duties established therein shall remain the
same as existed prior to such termination,
and such import duties shall not thereafter
be increased or reduced except in accordance
with this act.”

PERIODIC ADJUSTMENT OF IMPORT DUTIES

Sec. 4. Title III, part II, section 3386, of the

Tariff Act of 1930 is hereby amended to read
as follows:

“Sgc. 836. Periodic adjustment of import
dutles.

*(a) The Commission 1s authorized and
directed from time to time, and subject to
the limitations hereinafter provided, to pre-
scribe and establish import duties which
will, within equitable limits, provide for fair
and reasonable competition between domes-
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tic articles and like or similar forelgn arti-
cles in the principal market or markets of
the United States. A foreign article shall be
considered as providing fair and reasonable
competition to United States producers of a
like or similar article if the Commission finds
as a fact that the landed duty paid price of
the foreign article in the principal market or
markets in the United States is a fair price,
including a reasonable profit to the import-
ers, and is not substantially below the price,
including a reasonable profit for the domes-
tic producers, at which the like or similar
domestic articles can be offered to consumers
of the same class by the domestic industry
in the principal market or markets in the
United States.

“(b) In determining whether the landed
duty paid price of a foreign article, including
a fair profit for the importers, is, and may
continue to be, a fair price under subdivi-
sion (a) of this section, the Commission
shall take into consideration, insofar as it
finds it practicable—

“(1) the lowest, highest, average, and
median landed duty paid price of the article
from foreign countries offering substantial
competition;

*(2) any change that may occur or may
reasonably be expected in the exchange rates
of foreign countries either by reason of deval-
uatlon or because of a serious unbalance of
international payments;

“(8) The policy of foreign countries de-
slgned substantially to Increase exports to
the United States by selling at unreasonably
low and uneconomic prices to secure addi-
tional dollar credits;

“{4) Increases or decreases of domestic
production and of imports on the basis of
both unit volume of articles produced and
articles imported, and the respective per-
centages of each;

“{56) The actual and potential future ratio
of volume and value of imports to volume
and value of production, respectively;

*“(6) The probable extent and duration of
changes in production costs and practices;

“(7) The degree to which normal cost re-
lationships may be affected by grants, sub-
sidies (effected through multiple rates of ex-
port exchange, or otherwise), excises, export
taxes, or other taxes, or otherwise, in the
country of origin; and any other factors
either in the United States or in other coun~
tries which appear likely to affect produc-
tion costs and competitive relationships.

“(c) Decreases or increases in import
duties designed to provide for fair and
reasonable competition between foreign and
domestic articles may be made by the Com-
mission either upon its own motion or upon
application of any person or group showing
adequate and proper interest in the import
duties In question: Provided, however, That
no change in any import duty shall be or-
dered by the Commission until after it shall
have first conducted a full investigation and

presented tentative proposals followed by a-

public hearing at which interested parties
have an opportunity to be heard.

“(d) The Commission, in setting import
duties so as to establish fair and reasonable
competition as herein provided, may, in or-
der to effectuate the purpose of this act, pre-
ecribe specific duties or ad valorem rates of
duty upon the foreign value or export value
as defined in sections 402 (c¢) and 402 (d) of
this act or upon the United States value as
defined in section 402 (e) of this act.

“(e) In order to carry out the purposes of
this act, the Commission is authorized to
transfer any article from the dutiable list to
the free list, or from the free list to the
dutiable list.

“(f) Any increase or decrease in import
duties ordered by the Commission shall be-
come effective 80 days after such order is
announced: Provided, That any such order
is first submitted to Congress by the Com-
mission and is not disapproved, in whole or
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in part, by concurrent resolution of Congress
within 60 days thereafter.

“(g) No order shall be announced by the
Commission under this section which in-
creases existing import duties on foreign
articles if the Commission finds as a fact
that the domestic industry operates, or the
domestic article is produced in a wasteful,
inefficient, or extravagant manner.

“(h) The Commission, in the manner pro-
vided for in subdivisions (¢) and (f) in this
section, may impose quantitative limits on
the importation of any foreign article, in
such amounts, and for such periods, as it
finds necessary in order to effectuate the
purposes of this act: Provided, however, That
no such quantitative limit shall be imposed
contrary to the provisions of any foreign
trade agreement in effect pursuant to sec-
tion 350 of this act.

“(1) For the purpose of this section—

“(1) the term ‘domestic article’ means an
article wholly or in part the growth or prod-
uct of the United States; and the term ‘for-
eign article’ means an article wholly or in
part the growth or product of a foreign
country;

“{2) the term ‘United States' includes the
several States and Territories and the District
of Columbia;

“(3) the term ‘foreign country’ means any
empire, country, dominion, colony, or pro-
tectorate, or any subdivision or subdivisions
thereof (other than the United States and its
possessions) ;

“(4) the term ‘landed duty pald price’
means the price of any foreign article after
payment of the applicable customs or import
duties and other necessary charges, as repre-
sented by the acquisition cost to an import-
ing consumer, dealer, retailer, or manufac=-
turer, or the offering price to a consumer,
dealer, retailer, or manufacturer, if imported
by an agent.

“(]) The Commission i1s authorized to make
all needful rules and regulations for carrying
out its functions under the provisions of this
section.

“(k) The Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized to make such rules and regulations
as he may deem necessary for the entry and
declaration of foreign articles with respect
to which a change in basis of value has been
made under the provisions of subdivision
(d) of this section, and for the form of in-
voice required at time of entry.”

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 337

sec. 5. Title III, part IT, section 337, of the
Tariff Act of 1930 is hereby amended as fol-
lows:

(a) Subdivision (a) thereof by striking out
the word “President” and substituting
therefor the words “Tariff Commission.”

(b) Sudivision (b) thereof is hereby re-
pealed.

(c) Subdivision (d) thereof is hereby re-
pealed.

(d) Bubdivision (e) thereof 1s hereby
amended to read as follows:

“(e) Exclusion of articles from entry:
Whenever the exlstence of any such unfair
method or act shall be established to the
satisfaction of the Commission, it shall di-
rect that the articles concerned in such un-
falr methods or acts, imported by any person
violating the provisions of this Act, shall be
excluded from entry into the United States,
and upon information of such action by the
Commission, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall, through the proper officers, refuse such
entry.”

(e) Subdivision (f) thereof is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“(f) Entry under bond: Whenever the
Commission has reason to belleve that any
article is offered or sought to be offered for
entry into the United States in violation of
this section, but has not information suffi-
cient to satisfy it thereof, the Secretary of
the Treasury shall, upon its request in writ-
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ing, forbid enfry thereof until such investi-
gation as the Commission may deem neces-
sary shall be completed; except that such
articles shall be entitled to entry under bond
prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury.”

(f) Subdivision (g) thereof is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“(g) Continuance of exclusion: Any re-
fusal of entry under this section shall con-
tinue in effect until the Commission shall
find and advise the Secretary of the Treasury
that the conditions which led to such refusal
of entry no longer exists.”

STATISTICAL ENUMERATION

SEc. 6. Title IV, part III, section 484 (e), of
the Tariff Act of 1930 is hereby amended to
read as follows:

“(e) Statistical enumeration: The Chair-
man of the Tariff Commission is authorized
and directed to establish from time to time,
after consultation with the Secretary of the
Treasury and the Secretary of Commerce, a
statistical enumeration of imported articles
in such detail as he may consider necessary
and desirable to effectuate the purposes of
this act. As a part of each entry there shall
be attached thereto or included therein an
accurate statement giving details required
for such statistical enumeration. The Secre-
tary of Commerce is hereby authorized and
directed to make such reasonable and proper
digests from, and compilations of, such sta-
tistical data as the Chairman requests. In
the event of a disagreement between the
Chairman and the Secretary of Commerce,
as to the reasonable and proper nature of
any request the matter shall be referred to
the President whose decision shall be final.”

REVISED TEXT OF TARIFF ACT

Sec. 7. The Tariff Commission, as soon as
practicable, shall prepare and cause to be
printed as a public document avallable for
public distribution a complete revised text
of the Tariff Act of 1930 as amended: Pro-
vided, however, That nothing herein shall
be construed as superseding the provisions
of section 101, title I of the Customs Sim-
plification Act of 1954.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 11. This act shall take effect as of
June 12, 1955.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, my bill
amending the 1930 Tariff Act would re-
turn the regulation of the domestic econ-
omy and foreign trade to the Tariff
Commission, an agent of Congress,
through the adjustment of the duties or
tariffs in accordance with article I, sec-
tion 8, of the Constitution.

The Constitution pointedly separates
the regulation of the domestic economy
from the determination of foreign poliey.

Article I, section 8, of the Constitution
places the regulation of the domestic
economy and of foreign commerce in the
legislative branch, and article II, sec-
tion 2, places the determination of the
foreign policy in the executive branch.

The 1934 Trade Agreements Act trans-
ferred the constitutional responsibility
of Congress to adjust the duties or tariffs
and to regulate foreign commerce o the
executive branch, thus amending the
Constitution through a simple act of
Congress.

TO DEVELOP THE WHOLE COUNTRY

Abraham Lincoln’s platform in 1860
proposed to adjust imports or tariffs—
“So as to encourage the development of
the industrial interest of the whole
country.”

That principle held, in general, until
the 1934 Trade Agreements Act. This
act provided, and still provides, that the
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President may trade any sector of Ameri-
can industry for a concession in foreign
policy.

ABANDONED PRINCIFLE FOR INTERNATIONAL

POLITICS

The 1934 act for the first time aban-
doned the principle of regulating foreign
trade through the adjustment of duties
or tariffs on the basis of fair and reason-
able competition for all products pro-
duced in appreciable amounts here—and
made the domestic jobs and investments
pawns in the hazardous game of inter-
national politics.

Mr. President, the 1934 Trade Agree-
ments Act is a “dead-fall” over the head
of American jobs and investments.

The President may at any time trade
any sector of the economy—dependent
upon a duty or tariff to equalize the
standard-of-living wages—for a foreign
political adjustment that he may judge
to be important. Investors and workers
are even required to show their impor-
tance in national defense as well as seri-
ous injury to be eligible for the “escape
clause” which even then may or may not
be invoked.

Mr. President, let us return to consti-
tutional government—treating all in-
dustries alike—on the basis of fair and
reasonable competition.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NeU-
BERGER in the chair) laid before the Sen-
ate messages from the President of the
United States submitting sundry nomi-
nations, which were referred to the ap-
propriate committees.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

RECESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate stand in
recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
6 o’clock p. m.) the Senate took a recess
until tomorrow, Tuesday, April 19, 1955,
at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate April 18, 1955:
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Reynier J. Wortendyke, Jr., of New Jersey,
to be United States district judge for the dis=
trict of New Jersey, to fill a new position.

UniTEp STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

The following candidates for personnel
action in the Regular Corps of the Public
Health Service:

I. FOR APPOINTMENT, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICA-
TIONS THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW AND
REGULATIONS, TO BE EFFECTIVE DATE OF
ACCEPTANCE

To be senior surgeon
Shih Lu Chang
To be surgeon
Wilton M. Fisher
To be senior assistant surgeon
Tamarath K. Yolles
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To be assistant surgeon
Calvin L. Young
To be scientist director
Louis C. McCabe
To be senior assistant scientist
Thomas E. Anderson
To be assistant scientists
Virgil R. Carlson Donald 8. Boomer
Donald 8. Blough Philip Roos
II. PERMANENT PROMOTION IN THE REGULAR
CORPS
To be senior assistant sanitarian
James V. Smith

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monpay, Aprir 18, 1955

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we thank Thee for Thy
kind and beneficent providence which is
our shield in the stillness of the night
and our strength for the duties and re-
sponsibilities of each new day.

Grant that nothing may ever disturb
or destroy our faith in Thy greatness
and righteousness as we seek to bring
to fulfillment our aspirations and long-
ings for world peace.

Inspire us with moral and spiritual
stamina and courage in our dedication
to the arduous task of conquering the
forces of evil which would impede us in
the struggle to release the hidden splen-
dor of humanity.

May our own personal life be more
firmly rooted in those lofty ideals and
principles which Thou hast ordained
and which alone will enable us to remain
strong and steadfast in these days of
crisis and confusion.

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of

Thursday, April 14, 1955, was read and
approved.

e —

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S.35. An act to permit the transportation
in the malls of live scorpions.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION
BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1955

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 4903)
making supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri? [After a pause.] The Chair
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hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. CANNON, ROONEY,
PresToN, TABER, and CLEVENGER.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 30 min-
utes on Monday, May 2, following the
legislative program and any special or-
ders heretofore entered.

Mr. MURRAY of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 30 minutes on Tuesday, April
19, following the legislative program and
any special orders heretofore entered.

TVA BONDS TO FINANCE POWER
FACILITIES

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker,Iask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great interest that we have learned
that the Tennessee Valley Authority,
with the concurrence of the full Board,
has now prepared a plan under which
the need of the TVA for power facilities
in its area could be met by the issuance
of bonds to be paid off through receipts
from the sale of power.

This plan was developed at the sug-
gestion of the President and I assume
will have the wholehearted support of
the present administration.

It seems to me that this is a natural
and logical development of the Authority
idea. It will require no increase in the
national debt. It will allow the people
of the TVA area to pay for needed power
facilities on an orderly basis. It will
make the TVA far more flexible than it
is today.

This plan, I believe, marks the coming
of age of the TVA. While there may be
many and perhaps valid reasons for re-
stricting TVA from moving into new
areas, it is an established and vital or-
ganism of the area it now serves. It
should always be able to produce suffi-
cient power to maintain the steady and
normal economic growth of the area.
This new self-financing plan will make
this possible.

I hope and trust that the plan will
have the unqualified approval and sup-
port of the Eisenhower administration
and that its leading policymakers will
not throw stumbling blocks in the way. .

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, at the
request of the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. FaLLoN], acting chairman of the
Committee on Public Works, I ask unan-
imous consent that that committee may
sit this afternoon during the session of
the House. :

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.
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